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ABSTRACT 
The practice of competency modeling has been widely applied as a 
strategic human resource initiative in the United States and abroad (Schuler & 
Jackson, 2005).  It is estimated that 70–80% of Fortune 500 companies use some 
form of competency modeling within their talent management programs to define 
and/or measure work performance (Stone, Webster & Schoonover, 2013).  This 
widespread popularity is likely explained by the many proposed benefits of 
competency modeling adoption.  Some of these benefits include directly linking 
future-oriented talent requirements to business objectives and strategies, 
integrating talent programs across HR functions, and offering a more flexible and 
adaptable method to study work in a dynamic business environment.   
While many articles debate competency modeling methods and best 
practices, little empirical evidence exists to support the broad claims that 
competency modeling improves organizational performance, warranting the need 
to empirically and critically examine proponents’ claims (Dubois, 1993; Lucia & 
Lepsinger, 1999; Rahbar-Daniels, Erickson & Dalik, 2001; Stone et al., 2013). As 
such, this is a topic wanting and ready for empirical research. This research seeks 
to address this gap and extend the literature by examining the effectiveness of 
competency modeling as an organizational development intervention to improve 
organizational performance.  
The organization that served as the case study and foundation of the 
research is a residential education department at a large private, Midwestern 
university that implemented a competency model immediately after redefining 
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their mission, vision, goals and values to reflect the departmental philosophy 
following reorganization.  By implementing a competency model as an 
organizational development intervention, the department could directly articulate 
how employees’ roles and responsibilities relate to the overall department 
philosophy and ensure that all personnel practices and organizational activities are 
aligned to fulfill the departmental mission, vision, goals and values (Campion, 
Fink, Ruggeberg, Carr, Phillips & Odman, 2011; Shippmann, Ash, Battista, Carr, 
Eyde, Hesketh, Keyhoe, Pearlman, Prien & Sanchez, 2000).   
The goals of this research were twofold. First, validity evidence was 
established for the competency model as a tool to measure and improve employee 
performance. Secondly, the effectiveness of the competency modeling as an 
organizational development intervention to improve organizational performance 
was investigated using a longitudinal non-equivalent control group quasi-
experimental design. Results provided the first published empirical evidence 
demonstrating that competency modeling can sustainably improve organization 
performance and lend support to the theory and practice of competency modeling 
as an organization development initiative. While initial results are promising and 
support some of the claimed benefits of competency modeling to date (Dubois, 
1993; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001; Stone et al., 2013), 
the causal mechanisms that are involved and impact practical effectiveness of 
competency modeling are still not well understood by the field. This area of study 
has much to explore and would continue to benefit from additional research to 
explain both how and why competency modeling may be effective in improving 
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organization performance. Practical implications as well as contributions of the 
research to the literature are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
According to Schippmann (2010), competency modeling, despite its merits or 
faults, “is here to stay.” (p. 197). Such a bold statement would not be made 
without sufficient evidence, and having studied the industry, practice and methods 
of competency modeling for well-over a decade, he would be well versed and 
possess the credibility to do so. Dr. Schippmann is not alone in his assessment, as 
many scholars in the field of psychology and management sciences have been 
advocating for methods that better adapt and align human resource functions to 
the needs of an increasing complex and dynamic business environment (Athey & 
Orth, 1999; Lawler, 1994; Mclagan, 1997; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Schippmann, 
2010; Singh, 2008). The need for more flexibility and adaptability in HR practices 
has boosted competency modeling’s popularity, as it has been widely used to 
align HR and talent management practices for improved organizational 
responsiveness and ease of use, often a criticism of traditional job and work 
analytic approaches (Campion, Fink, Ruggeberg, Carr, Phillips & Odman, 2011; 
Le Deist & Winterton, 2005, Rodriguez, Patel, Bright, Gregory, & Gowing, 2002; 
Stone et al., 2013). It is not surprising that competency modeling has been 
leveraged to incorporate more traditionally rigorous methods of studying work 
(Campion et. al 2011), as nearly 70–80% of Fortune 500 companies use some 
form competency modeling within their talent management programs to define 
and/or measure work performance (Stone et al., 2013). 
Competency modeling has been a popular practice for some time. “By the 
mid-1990’s, practice and application had outstripped research and reporting by 
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such a huge margin that nobody had a clear sense of what was going on” 
(Schippmann, 2010, p. 204). Not surprisingly, significant gaps resulted between 
the scientist and practitioner literature, likely due to the diverse traditions, cultural 
contexts, and different levels of analysis that have informed the practice (Le Deist 
& Winterton 2005; Meriot, 2005; Schippmann et al., 2000; Schippmann, 2010). 
As such, it has been recommended that the effectiveness of the approach needs to 
be critically examined to support proponents’ claims of competency modeling 
being an effective tool to improve organizational performance (Dubois, 1993; 
Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999).   Despite competency modeling’s popularity, 
“competency modeling has not received the critical review its widespread 
adoption merits" and “research should use more objective measures of 
effectiveness” (Stone et al. 2013; p.338); thus, this research aims to address this 
gap in the literature by establishing validity evidence and examining the 
effectiveness of competency modeling as an organizational development 
intervention.  
To support the hypotheses and research questions, the literature regarding 
the following topics will be reviewed: 1) The Diverse Definition of a 
Competency; 2) Competency Modeling as a Strategic Human Resource Practice; 
3) The Practice of Competency Modeling to Enhance Individual and 
Organizational Performance. 
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The Diverse Definition of a Competency  
David McClelland (1973) is often credited with launching the competency 
movement when his research suggested that academic aptitude and knowledge 
tests alone did not predict strong job performance or successful life outcomes. As 
such, McClelland outlined an approach to predicting ‘competence’ as an 
alternative to the accepted intelligence tests; however, in his article he does not 
explicitly define what a competency is or offer empirical support in favor of 
competency testing, foreshadowing the many challenges that competency 
modeling research has experienced since its inception.  Table 1 details some 
examples of the competency definitions used in the field since McClelland’s 
seminal article: 
Table 1 
Definitions of the Term Competency by Publication Date 
Source Definition  
Guion, 1991, p. 335 
Competencies are underlying characteristics of people 
and indicate ways of behaving or thinking, generalizing 
across situations, and enduring for a reasonably long 
period of time 
Dubois, 1993, p.9 
Is an underlying characteristic of an employee (i.e., 
motive, trait, skill, aspects of one's self image, social 
role, or a body of knowledge) which results in effective 
and or superior performance in a job  
Spencer, McLelland & 
Spencer, 1994, p. 4 
Competencies can be motives, traits, self-concepts, 
attitudes or values, content knowledge, or cognitive or 
behavioral skills - any individual characteristic that can 
be measured or counted reliably and that can be shown 
to differentiate significantly between superior and 
average performers 
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Fleishman, Wetrogan, 
Uhlman, & Marshall-
Mies, 1995, p. 10.1 
A mixture of knowledge, skills, abilities, motivation, 
beliefs, values, and interests 
Parry 1996, p. 50 
A cluster of related knowledge, skills and attitudes that 
affects a major part of one’s job (i.e., a role or 
responsibility), that correlates with performance on the 
job, that can be measured against well accepted 
standards, and that can be improved via training and 
development.  
Mirabile, 1997, p. 75 
Knowledge, skills, abilities, or other characteristics 
associated with high performance on a job 
Solderquist, 
Papalexandris, 
Ioannou & Prastacos, 
2010, p. 326 
A holistic definition of the individual-based competency 
arises as the knowledge, skills and abilities that underlie 
effective or successful job performance, which are 
observable, measurable, and distinguish superior from 
average performance  
Lucia & Lespinger, 
1999, p. 5 
Identifies the skills, knowledge, personal characteristics, 
and behaviors needed to effectively perform a role in the 
organization and help the business meet its strategic 
objectives 
Green, 1999, p. 5 
A written description of measurable work habits and 
personal skills used to achieve work objectives 
Athey & Orth, 1999, 
p. 216 
A set of observable performance dimensions, including 
individual knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors, as 
well as collective team, process, and organizational 
capabilities, that are linked to high performance, and 
provide the organization with sustainable competitive 
advantage  
Bartram Robertson, I. 
T., & Callinan, 2002, 
p. 7 
Sets of behaviors that are instrumental in the delivery of 
desired results or outcomes 
Buford & Lindner, 
2002, p. 3 
A validated decision tool, correlated to a specific group 
of activities that describes key knowledge, skills, and 
abilities for performing those activities 
Schippmann, 2010, p. 
198  
Competencies are the measurable, organizationally 
relevant, and behaviorally based capabilities of people 
that reflect the knowledge, skills, abilities and other 
characteristics (KSAOs) to descriptors that have become 
more specific, behavioral and useful 
Campion et al., 2011, 
p. 226 
Competency models refer to collections of knowledge, 
skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) that 
are needed for effective performance in the jobs in 
question 
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Upon review of the literature and demonstrated by the diversity of 
definitions presented in Table 1, it becomes clear that historically, there has not 
been clear conceptual alignment across definitions of a competency. One of the 
most evident differences is whether a competency should represent some 
combination of knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs) or 
is it more accurately thought of as a behavioral measure (Bartram et al., 2002; 
Stevens, 2013).  Another difference pertains to the breadth of what is included in 
a competency. While some argue for basic knowledge, skills, and abilities 
(Campion, et al 2011; Mirabile, 1997), others advocate broader 
conceptualizations, including motivation, beliefs, values, interests, traits, and 
attitudes (e.g., Athey & Orth, 1999; Fleishman et al., 1995; Spencer, & Spencer, 
1993). Also, the definitions tend to differ in regards to the need to distinguish 
higher performers (Athey & Orth, 1999; Mirabile, 1997), or merely achieve work 
expectations for effective performance (Green, 1999; Campion et al., 2011). 
Finally, the literature often speaks to competencies at different levels of analysis 
whether it is conceptualized at the individual position, team, job-family or at the 
organization level (Dubois, 1993; Spencer & Spencer, 1993; Athey & Orth, 1999; 
Mansfield, 1996). Additionally, Woodruffe (1993) suggests that some confusion 
may stem from a lack of distinction between what is meant by competency and 
competence. He explains that competencies are aspects of the person that allow 
him or her to be competent at different aspects of the job, while a competency is a 
set of behavior patterns that an individual must bring to the job in order to 
perform its tasks and functions with competence. Similarly, Campion and 
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colleagues (2010) suggest that competencies usually include a description of the 
process (i.e., how effective performance occurs) as well as the content (i.e., what 
effective performance is). 
It is not surprising that conceptual ambiguity exists mostly due to the 
diverse traditions, methods, cultures, and academic fields that have informed the 
practice (Lado, Boyd & Wright, 1992; Le deist & Winterton 2005; Prahalad & 
Hamel, 1990; Schippmann et al., 2000; Schippmann, 2010; Schuler & Jackson, 
2005). The differences noted above led Schippmann and colleagues (2000) to 
conclude that the term competency may have “no meaning apart from the 
particular definition with whom one is speaking” (p. 706), and why competency 
assessment is considered the “Achilles” heel (i.e., a potential weakness) of 
competency modeling (Catano, Darr & Campbell, 2007).  
The tendency to ignore empirical distinctiveness is not a problem limited 
to competency modeling research; however, it runs contrary to the law of 
parsimony and has profound implications for the research and practice of the 
field. For example, while performance seems to be central to the conceptual 
definition of competencies, when discussing how to operationalize or measure 
competencies,  reasoning can become circular and slippery, especially if KSAOs 
and behaviors are also used to assess effective work performance (i.e., the act of 
doing a job or task for a specific outcome). When seeking specific performance 
outcomes, it can be easy to begin with the end in mind, meaning that by defining 
competencies practitioners may just be defining performance expectations in 
terms of KSAOs and behaviors. This highlights one of many conceptual issues 
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that the field has grappled with and without resolution. Further, without clear 
operational definitions, consistent measurement and assessment become difficult 
goals and limits advancement of the field.  
Given that conceptual confusion and inconsistent operationalization was 
prevalent (Schippmann, 2010; Stevens, 2013), the Society for Industrial and 
Organizational Psychologists commissioned a task force in 1997 to review and 
critique the practice of competency modeling (Schippmann et al., 2000). This task 
force helped to motivate and focus future research efforts. Since the task force’s 
engagement, several researchers have attempted to reach consensus on 
definitions, applications and best practices of competency modeling (e.g., 
Campion et al., 2011; Sanchez & Levine, 2009; Schippmann, 2010), and seem to 
be making some progress towards conceptual clarity.  Although no unifying 
formal definition exists, most definitions indicate that ‘competencies’ are 
behaviors, skills, abilities and/or knowledge that align with organizational 
strategies and are necessary for successful performance (Campion et al., 2011; 
Stone et al., 2013); in that the competencies (i.e., KSAOs and behaviors) enable 
effective performance through the action or possession of those qualities and 
attributes. Stevens and colleagues (2013) claim that “the basic parameters within 
which that competency is established—the definition, so to speak—seem now to 
be agreed on by a majority of the field” (p. 92). 
Despite that the field has work to do to clearly define and operationalize 
the competencies, for purposes of this research, Campion, and colleagues’ (2011) 
definition will be used for both for its relative simplicity and for its merging of 
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common aspects of other definitions. With a clearer consensus and understanding 
of how competencies themselves are defined, the following section focuses more 
closely on the practice of competency modeling, particularly how it is used in 
organizations, and for what purposes. 
 
Competency Modeling as a Strategic Human Resource Practice 
The term “strategic human resource management” is used among HR 
practitioners to assert that human resource management activities should 
contribute to business effectiveness, and that effective human resource 
management leads to improved organizational performance (Schuler & Jackson, 
1999). The field of Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM) directly 
links the practice of human resources to organizational effectiveness and 
performance; in that, when employees are able to implement an organization’s 
strategy, they offer strategic value, especially when the talent strategy is 
integrated across the business (Becker & Huselid, 2006; Schuler & Jackson, 
2005).  Competency modeling is often used as a mechanism for that integration, 
offering tremendous value to organizations if competency modeling works to 
enhance organizational performance as theorized (Campion et al., 2011; Lucia & 
Lepsinger, 1999; Rodriguez et al., 2002). With a few exceptions there has been 
little effort to extend SHRM theory in a way that formally defines the mechanism 
through which the human resource function actually influences organizational 
performance, but Becker and Huselid (2006), suggest that perhaps competency 
modeling may serve as that mechanism. Similar to training, competency modeling 
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can communicate and clarify how effective performance is demonstrated within a 
specific context; however, within organizations, selection, development and 
recruitment are separate processes that aim to accomplish similar but unique 
goals.  As such, competency modeling offers unique value, as it can provide a 
framework that enables alignment across the separate functions despite their 
unique applications through the use of competency identification and 
communication, a goal that in my experience, training and other change programs 
do not often provide. 
Competency modeling is the research procedure used for identifying and 
defining a structure of capability requirements for success for a given target of 
jobs (i.e., at the organization, job family or position level; Bartram, 2004; 
Schippmann, 2010). Competency models are usually 1) directly linked to business 
objectives and strategies, 2) consider future job requirements either directly or 
indirectly, 3) are intentionally used to align the HR systems, and 4) are used as an 
organizational development intervention that seeks broad organizational change; 
all of which, are some key differences between traditional job analysis methods 
and competency modeling (Campion et al., 2011; Schippmann 2010).  
Given that the literature has extensively debated the differences between 
traditional job analysis and competency modeling, this topic will not be discussed 
in detail within this literature review (Sackett & Laczo, 2003; Sanchez & Levine, 
2009; Sanchez & Levine, 2012; Schippmann et al., 2000; Stevens, 2013); 
especially, since the use of specific job analytic techniques is largely dependent 
on the choices one must make given the purpose of the analysis (Brannick, Levine 
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& Morgeson, 2007; Sackett & Laczo, 2003; Schippmann, 1999), and competency 
modeling initiatives often seek other goals and outcomes entirely (Campion et al., 
2011; Schippmann, 2010).   
The use of a competency-based approach as the basis for human resource 
management has been widely adopted in the United States and is gaining 
prevalence in international human resource practices (Athey & Orth, 1999; 
Schuler & Jackson, 2005; Stone et al., 2013). Competency models are claimed to 
enable the workforce to be more efficient and adaptable to the demands of the 
business, a considerable critical advantage in today’s competitive and dynamic 
business environment (Dubois & Rothwell, 2004; Lawler, 1996; Prahalad & 
Hamel, 1990; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001; Sliter, 2015).  
The need for organizational responsiveness is a concern echoed in the 
literature.  Many publications today contain references to trends that are predicted 
to affect businesses in the future, which will ultimately affect the HR function. 
Some global trends that are likely to increase the need for organizational 
responsiveness include: 1) technological change, 2) increased globalization, 3) the 
continued need to control costs, 4) the accelerated speed in which markets change, 
5) growing importance of knowledge capital, and 6) increased rate and magnitude 
of change (Cummings & Worley, 2009; Rothwell, Prescott & Taylor, 1998).  
Competency modeling is perceived as a long-desired solution to enhance 
organizational responsiveness for a couple of reasons. First, competency 
modeling works to define requirements for success through the constellation and 
combination of KSAOs, which provides a distinct advantage as many of today’s 
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jobs require complex and collaborative problem solving skills (Sliter, 2015).  
Further, competency modeling works to align both the current and future needs of 
positions to the organization’s business strategy, enabling management to better 
anticipate, adapt and manage the speed of change needed for organizational and 
work design (Lawler, 1994; McLagan, 1997; Schippmann, 1999, 2010; Schuler & 
Jackson, 2005; Singh, 2008; Sliter, 2015); which in turn, helps organizations 
compete in complicated global environments prevalent in the 21st century 
(Gangani, Mclean & Braden, 2006; Lawler, 1994; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; 
Schippmann, 2010; Schwartz, 1991).   
The notion that competency modeling may provide a competitive 
advantage for adopting organizations was popularized by Prahalad and Hamel 
(1990).  They introduced the concept of “core competence” to refer to the unique 
"people-embodied skills,” intellectual, process, and product skills associated with 
market competitiveness for an organization. They position core competencies as 
being particularly advantageous because core competencies may not be 
immediately apparent to competitors and "unlike physical assets, competencies do 
not deteriorate as they are applied and shared.  They grow." (p. 82). Further, these 
desired capabilities may be intentionally and systematically developed by the 
choices and actions of business leaders (Bourgeois, 1984; Child, 1972; Lado et 
al., 1992; Smircich & Stubbart, 1985); suggesting, that competency models can 
strengthen core business operations, thereby positioning the business to gain a 
competitive advantage.  As such, many focus their efforts in developing talent 
competencies or capabilities to enhance organizational performance and better 
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position themselves competitively within the external environment (Athey & Orth 
1999; Lado et al., 1992; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).   
Harnessing organizational talent is becoming increasingly critical to 
organizational growth and survival, as recognized by the literature on individual 
and organizational learning (Argyris, 1991; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Senge, 1992; 
Schein, 1993a, 1993b).  If competencies are the outcome of an organization’s 
collective learning and performance capabilities as theorized by Prahalad and 
Hamel (1990), it is not surprising to hear that organizations have adopted 
competency modeling to help cultivate the core KSAOs and behaviors that are 
perceived to offer companies a competitive advantage.  Also, it explains why 
competency models are used today in a wide range of purposes within human 
resources, ranging from selection, retention, and leadership development to 
organizational strategic planning in order to align key organizational activities and 
processes around these core competencies needed for success, determined usually 
through thorough future-oriented job analytic research approaches  (Campion et 
al., 2010) Gangani, Mclean, & Braden, 2006; Lawler, 1994; Lucia & Lepsinger, 
1999; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001; Rodriguez et al., 2002; Schippmann, 1999; 
Schippmann, 2010; Schippmann et al., 2000).  Competency modeling has even 
been used to bridge individual career development and organizational strategy. It 
is believed that by promoting the transferable competencies within an 
organization, competency modeling can facilitate internal workforce mobility, 
allowing individuals to staff strategic operations and develop organizationally 
desired capabilities (Martone, 2003; Olesen, White & Lemmer, 2007; Rothwell & 
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Lindholm,1999). Further, competency- based performance management systems 
often delineate the performance criteria for each level of management so that 
employees know what competencies must be mastered in order to be considered 
for advancement or increased compensation (Martone, 2003; Zingheim, Ledford, 
& Schuster, 1996). 
McLagan (1980) and Boyatzis (1982) conceptualized competency 
modeling as a focus for organizing, integrating, planning and improving all 
aspects of human resource management systems, and has often been used as an 
organizational development tool by aligning human resource (HR) systems so that 
employees are hired, trained, evaluated, compensated, and promoted based on the 
same attributes (Campion et al., 2011; Isle, 1993). An integrated talent system is 
particularly appealing in an environment where there is the increased need for, 
speed, simplicity, and practices that are more sophisticated and interrelated 
(Rothwell, Prescott & Taylor, 1998; Schippmann, 2010). Further, competency 
modeling provides a scalable platform for the broad range of talent and change 
management approaches that will be required to guide and elevate the HR 
practices needed for an increasingly competitive and complex business 
environment (Schippmann, 2010).  Due to competency modeling’s broad 
applications and explicit link to business strategy, competency modeling 
initiatives often become highly visible organizational development interventions 
and are often led by senior management (Campion et al., 2011; Schippmann, 
2010). A clear competency-based framework creates awareness and aligns the 
skills, knowledge, behaviors, characteristics, and motivations associated with a 
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company strategy; thereby, creating a common language to describe jobs, while 
ensuring validity, eliminating cross-functional inconsistencies, and reducing the 
cost of developing independent/redundant models within an organization 
(Campion et al., 2011; Rodriguez et al., 2002). Companies find this to be 
especially valuable given the ever-present need for efficiency and control of costs 
(Mansfield, 1996; Rodriguez et al., 2002; Sackett & Laczo, 2003).  
Another appeal of competency modeling stems from the need to identify 
performance behaviors that drive organizational strategies and goals (Campion et 
al., 2011). Competency modeling is focused on improving organizational 
performance through HR strategy and partnership, as competency-based practices 
work to align key HR programs with the strategic imperatives of an organization 
(Rothwell & Lindholm, 1999; Schippmann, 2010).  A strong influence behind the 
adoption of competency-based practices is the growing need for HR professionals 
to accelerate the translation of business imperatives into new learning and 
performance requirements much more quickly and to meet business demands and 
challenges (Athey & Orth, 1999; Henson, 2012). The movement to a competency-
oriented approach to organizing requires a change in the mindset and operations 
of the company and raises issues concerning how individuals will adapt to this 
change (Lawler, 1994).  HR is seen as being essential in enabling organizations to 
respond quickly to changing needs by linking job/organizational related 
competencies to the organizational mission and goals, as well as providing a clear 
line of sight from individual and team performance to organizational success 
(Rodriguez et al., 2002; Rothwell & Lindholm, 1999).  As human resources 
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continues to evolve its roles to meet challenging business environments, 
competency modeling methods can be instrumental in aligning fragmented talent 
processes or functions, and their associated behavioral indicators become a 
common language across all talent functions that may have previously relied on 
their own tools and languages (Athly & Orth, 1999; Campion et al., 2011; 
Stevens, 2013).  
While competency modeling may present many organizational benefits, 
there are numerous challenges for practitioners in implementing them that are 
both daunting and exciting (Athey & Orth, 1999). Organizations have many 
available methods to build, apply and measure competency models. According to 
the literature, in order to utilize competency-based human development strategy 
efficiently, business leaders and HR practitioners need to align on a number of 
fundamental issues, including 1) gaining leadership support; 2) linking 
competency-based approach to the organizational mission, values and objectives 
3) building a conceptual framework with appropriate language and level of 
technical/functional specificity for the competency models; 4) adopting 
appropriate development methodology for a rigorous model that may be used for 
multiple purposes and based on future strategic requirements; 5) appropriately 
socializing the new initiative with employees; and 6) measuring the impact of 
competency-based practices on organizational performance (Campion et al., 2011; 
Cook & Bernthal, 1998; Gangani et al., 2006; Green,1999; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 
2001).  
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Given these challenges, the decision to introduce competency models into 
the organization should not be taken lightly (Gangani et al., 2006; Mirabile, 1997; 
Stevens, 2013). Without the proper due diligence, a competency modeling effort 
may not realize the anticipated benefits and could be an expensive endeavor 
(Rodriguez et al., 2002; Stevens, 2013). Rather, it is suggested that competency 
modeling be approached with a thorough understanding of theory, methods, and 
knowledge of the applied context and design elements that will influence the 
required amount of structure, documentation, and rigor (Campion et al., 2011). 
 
The Practice of Competency Modeling to Enhance Individual and 
Organizational Performance 
Performance management and assessment is one of the most important 
human resource systems, due to the belief that the performance of individuals 
within an organization is the primary driver of organizational success (Mondy, 
Noe, & Premeaux, 2002; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995).  Performance appraisal 
systems are considered a necessary evil for organizations. These systems 
influence outcomes that have serious consequences for both organizations and 
individuals, including legal complaints, terminations, promotions, compensation, 
etc. (Pulakos, Hanson, Arad & Moye, 2015).  Pulakos and colleagues (2015) 
contend that performance management systems often disappoint due to poor 
responsiveness to organizations’ needs. They suggest designing performance 
management systems to be more forward looking, align individual behaviors to 
organization goals and strategy, and equip employees with tools to monitor 
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behavior and results, all of which are considered to be enabled by the use 
competency models. This clear linkage of performance behaviors to business 
strategy can help individuals understand their role within the broader 
organizational context, thereby enabling cohesion, alignment and stabilization of 
the organization during disruptive organizational changes (Rahbar-Daniels et al., 
2001; Dubois & Rockwell, 2004). Further, these needs may justify why 
competency models are often used as part of a performance management system 
and implemented to enhance organizational performance (Campion et al., 2011).   
However, a performance system leveraging a competency model must 
meet the same standards of any other system, as companies are most likely to win 
legal challenges when the following conditions are met: 1) the tool is based on 
documented job analysis, 2) it is behaviorally based, 3) tools are used for 
coaching and rating employee’s performance; 4) reliability and validity of 
decisions are documented, and 5) the results have been reviewed with the 
employee (Latham, Almost, Mann & Moore, 2005). 
One of the many proposed advantages of using competency based 
performance management practice is that it helps to communicate to individuals 
how their role enables and delivers upon organizational strategy as well as 
providing a high-degree of face validity to employees (Campion et al., 2011; 
Sackett & Laczo, 2003; Schippmann et al., 2000). By communicating individual 
performance criteria needed for success, competency models deliberately 
articulate specific knowledge, skills, abilities, other characteristics and behaviors 
that are linked to organizational mission and strategy, as well as connect 
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employees the values and vision of an organization (Campion et al., 2011).  
Further, competency models typically describe not only what really matters in 
terms of job performance but how effective performance occurs through robust 
behavioral descriptions. By explaining to individuals how to be successful within 
a specific environment, competency models can enhance learning, feedback and 
performance outcomes (Campion et al., 2011; Cannon & Whitherspoon, 2005; 
Gangani et al., 2006).  This serves an important purpose, as an organizations’ 
capacity to perform is not a function of a single input but rather the product and 
output of individuals’ competencies emerging within an organizational 
environment. By aligning employee’s performance expectations with 
organizational strategy, the collective performance output for the organization 
should be much greater than that of individuals working independently, and 
competency modeling can enable this alignment, as well as communicate the 
behavioral requirements to fulfill the strategy.   
It is theorized that through competency modeling, organizations can be 
more competitive by strengthening core capabilities, identifying and raising 
standards, and reinforcing the behaviors that lead to the top performance across 
individuals, rather than simply evaluating behaviors required for adequate 
performance (Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).  This common practice of identifying 
high-performance behaviors linked to business strategies, and using the 
organization’s language to generate buy-in and enhance ease of use, is believed to 
provide employees a clear, future focused view of the behaviors that the 
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organization will require for success, and is one of the primary drivers of adoption 
(Campion et al., 2011; Isle, 1993; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).   
OVERVIEW 
While some researchers have documented the practice of implementing a 
competency based performance management system (Catano et al., 2007; 
Gangani et al., 2006; Jones, 1995; Nolan, 1998), the causal mechanisms that are 
involved and impact practical effectiveness of competency modeling are still not 
well understood by the field. Further, empirical evidence has not been published 
to support the broad claims that implementing a performance management system 
that leverages a competency model based design will improve organizational 
performance. 
  As such, this document outlines two research studies that examine the 
validity and effectiveness of a competency model that was developed as part of an 
external consulting project and implemented to enhance performance after a re-
organization at a university’s residential education department.  The first study 
aims to establish validity evidence for the competency model as a tool to measure 
and improve employee performance. The second study will investigate the 
effectiveness of competency modeling as an organizational development 
intervention to improve organizational performance and outcomes. If proposed 
hypotheses are supported, it will provide the first empirical evidence 
demonstrating that competency modeling can improve organization performance, 
and lend support to the theory and practice of competency modeling as an 
organization development initiative. 
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Background and Context of Applied Case Study 
Consulting Project Overview.  In this study, the organization is a residential 
education department at a large, private, Midwestern university. The Residential 
Education department is part of the university’s Student Affairs division and 
provides a variety of key programs and services aimed at responding to student 
needs and ensuring a quality residential experience. The department devotes time, 
talent and resources to build a relational, residential community where students 
are encouraged to explore, learn and develop holistically. The department 
provides three main services to fulfill their mission. First, the provide 
programming for the residential student population for social, experiential and 
academic skill development and to promote student success. Secondly, the 
department enables and manages the residential student conduct process to engage 
students in learning opportunities aimed at encouraging students to be responsible 
for their actions. Lastly, the department provides 24/7 availability of both 
professional and student staff (RD and RA) for emergency response and action to 
ensure a safe, engaging and learning community. 
The residential education department implemented a competency model to 
enhance organizational performance after reorganizing and redefining their 
mission, vision, goals and values to reflect the departmental and institutional 
philosophy. As such, the consulting project aimed to meet four main objectives: 
1) Modify the current departmental mission, vision and goals statements with 
input from key stakeholders in order to more accurately reflect and ensure 
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alignment of the departmental philosophy and objectives. This was done 
through interviews and focus groups with employees, students, 
constituents and benchmarking with best practices in the field.  
 
2) Identify and document Residential Education organizational core values 
with input from key stakeholders to improve communication and 
integration of the departmental values throughout organizational activities 
and personnel practices. 
 
3) Demonstrate how the core values may “come to life” at different jobs 
within Residential Education by integrating job description and 
competency analysis approaches, while aligning competencies with 
professional standards and best practices. 
 
4) Create specific suggestions for how personnel practices (e.g., training, 
selection, evaluation, and performance appraisal) can more strategically 
include the department’s mission, vision, goals and core values through 
the implementation of the new competency model. 
 
As an outcome of this work, the department re-aligned its mission and 
vision with national and university standards in a way that best represented the 
realities and philosophy of the department. The consultants delivered on this goal 
through a series of interviews and examination of national standards. In addition, 
revised departmental goals and values were adopted. Finally, a competency model 
was developed that was conceptually linked to the greater mission, vision and 
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values, and behaviorally linked to the individual position descriptions. More detail 
on the consulting project work that initiated the competency modeling project is 
provided in Appendix A.  
Competency Model Development.  In order to develop the competency 
model, the external organizational consultants employed multiple research and job 
analytic methods to develop the competency model, including 1) needs 
assessment and review of internal organizational strategic resources/research, 2) 
review and incorporation of national associations’ standards and professional 
competency model, and 3) a survey of incumbents to ensure comprehensive 
representation of performance requirements in job descriptions (see Appendix B).  
The applied approach used to develop the competency model closely aligns with 
the “Generic Model Overlay Method,” outlined in Dubois’ (1993) book; in which, 
he suggests that this approach is best used when an industry model can be 
leveraged for efficiency, especially when individualized development is the 
primary goal.  Moreover, Dubois (1993) proposes that models developed by 
associations are usually high quality, useful and comprehensive given their 
investment and focus in pursuing a competency modeling endeavor. Specifically, 
as long as organizational fit is assured, it should be relatively straightforward in 
adopting an industry model. In doing so, the benefits of competency modeling 
may be realized, while at the same time avoiding the pitfalls of blindly applying a 
competency model in a different organizational setting or context (Campion et al., 
2011; Stevens, 2013). 
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Given that the two largest comprehensive student affairs professional 
associations in the United States, specifically the American College Personnel 
Association (ACPA) and the National Association of Student Personnel 
Administrators (NASPA), collaborated, established and endorsed one set of 
professional competencies for the broad field of student affairs, this competency 
model framework was used as the foundation to create a customized model. The 
new model was designed to not only reflect competencies needed for the higher 
education administration and student affairs profession but would also apply to all 
members of the Department, including students, and emphasize the specific 
values and requirements of the institution.  For a more detailed review of the 
professional competency development effort by the joint task force, please refer to 
the published technical report (ACPA, 2010). 
To adapt the professional competencies to the organization, knowledge, 
skills, abilities and other characteristics (KSAOs) relevant to both student and 
professional staff were used to select among the professional competencies that 
best reflected the values and mission of the department and university (Appendix 
A). Since the department competencies were required to apply to student staff, 
four competencies were not included in the customized model (i.e., reducing the 
number of competencies from ten to six).   Next, the organizational consultants 
linked the core values to the corresponding departmental competencies by 1) 
determining alignment to values based on content representation (see Figure 1); 
and 2) utilizing research findings from their previous consulting work and focus 
groups that  defined the values of the department (Appendix A).   
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Figure 1. Industry competencies mapped to the institutional values. 
Key:  
 
 Through multiple approaches detailed above, a competency model for all 
Residential Education employees that was aligned with professional standards 
was created to integrate the core values of the department into organizational 
practices, as well as reflect the collection of knowledge, skills, abilities and other 
characteristics (KSAOs) necessary to successfully perform the employees’ job 
duties and fulfill the department’s mission, vision, goals and values. In this sense, 
the competencies were “blended” using methodological rigor in design, while 
incorporating the department’s strategy when developing the broad competencies 
(Schippmann et al., 2000). Further, a blended approach is likely to improve the 
accuracy and quality of inferences made from the resulting competency model 
(Lievens, Sanchez, & De Corte, 2004; Schippmann et al., 2000). The resulting 
core competencies are detailed in Study 1 methods and Appendix A.  
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Competency Model Implementation. The competency model was used to 
articulate the alignment of the competencies to the overall mission, vision, values 
and goals of Residential Education and to communicate to employees how they 
contribute to the success of the department.  The competencies include, 
Professionalism, Inclusion & Diversity, Leadership, Learning & Development, 
Advising and Mentoring and Readiness (i.e., PILLAR). As described earlier, 
these competencies are essential to effective performance for both employees and 
the department, and aligned to industry and institutional requirements, standards 
and values.   
To help employees recognize how they are helping to fulfill the overall 
mission and values of the department through performance of their individual job 
responsibilities, every job description was assessed and each duty/responsibility 
for each position was mapped onto the competency model and made available to 
employees. These results for the Resident Advisor (RA) and Resident Director 
(RD) are presented in Appendices C & D accordingly. This linkage of 
competencies to specific positions was used to strengthen the department’s ability 
to communicate and promote the importance of their foundational mission, vision, 
values and goals through employees’ activities and provide a clear line of sight 
between individual performance and organizational success (Campion et al., 
2011; Rodriguez et al., 2002).  
Also, recommendations were made to the department on how to 
implement the competency model into other human resource practices including 
performance, selection, and training, and all of which were completed in 
 29 
subsequent years. For each organizational role, the consultant conducted position 
studies using the critical incident technique (i.e., through consensus of subject 
matter experts, in this case incumbents’ supervisors) to identify the critical 
behaviors that are necessary to perform each job within each competency, while 
determining what specific behaviors “exceeds expectations,” “meets 
expectations” or would be “below expectations” (Flanagan, 1954). A sample of 
procedure for these studies is presented in Appendix F. The results of these 
position analyses were used to build the coaching tools used to evaluate 
employee’s PILLAR performance for development purposes on a quarterly basis, 
presented in Appendices G & H.  It is a common application of competency 
models to evaluate performance and proficiency of employees to inform 
development (Catano et al., 2007; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Posthuma & 
Campion, 2008; Martone, 2003; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).  Of note, this work 
closely follows the recommended approach made by Dubois (1993) for building 
competency-based performance systems (e.g., review of existing job information, 
expert panel review and behavioral construction of each competency). 
These position studies were conducted in a cascading manner across the 
department over a period of three years (see Appendix I). Once the critical 
behaviors for each competency were identified, assessment tools were created for 
each position, from RA to department Director, to identify an individual’s 
performance on the PILLARs and then provide specific and actionable advice for 
each competency on how they can improve to reach the next level of 
performance, while enabling fulfillment of the department’s mission. 
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STUDY 1 
Rationale (STUDY 1) 
  To demonstrate the effectiveness of competency modeling as a 
performance improvement and organizational development initiative, validity 
evidence for the competency model will need to be established. With respect to 
the competency model, the issue of validity is one of making correct inferences 
that higher competency ratings reflect higher individual and organizational 
performance levels. This is a critical step in determining if implementation of a 
competency model can enhance organizational performance; thus, Study 1 aims to 
establish the validity of the competency model, as the extent to which the 
competency model is a valid measure of performance will serve as the upper limit 
of being able to detect an intervention effect of competency modeling in Study 2. 
Validation is the process of accumulating various forms of judgmental and 
empirical forms of evidence to support inferences (Binning & Barrett, 1989). A 
sound validity argument should integrate across sources of evidence and form a 
coherent narrative in order to support the interpretation of scores for an intended 
use (AERA, 1999). In line with best practices in the psychometric and 
measurement literature (AERA, 1999; Messick, 1995; Tenopyr, 1977), this study 
will seek to establish validity evidence, including criterion-related and construct 
validity.  
Criterion validity supports inferences by demonstrating that an empirical 
relationship between a predictor measure and criterion measure (SIOP, 2003). 
Specifically, to establish criterion validity, competency performance should 
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predict organizational outcomes (i.e., student outcomes, perceptions and 
experiences). Whereas, construct validity is the extent to which an assessment 
measures the concept intended, and supports validity inferences by providing 
rational evidence of a construct’s relation (i.e., convergence and/or divergence) 
with other constructs (AERA, 1999). To establish construct validity of the 
competency model, performance on individual competencies should be correlated 
to ratings of overall performance. A pattern of inter-correlations between 
competency assessments and overall performance evaluation would suggest an 
underlying conceptual basis and implies that the specific competencies could be 
viewed as separate items measuring the different aspects of the overall 
performance construct, as performance is often conceptualized as 
multidimensional in nature (Austin & Villanova, 1992; Ghiselli, 1956).  This 
approach follows methods established in past research, as Catano and colleagues 
(2007) deployed a similar method to establish validity of the competencies used in 
a performance appraisal. 
Construct validity is an important consideration for any instrument 
designed to measure a construct or set of constructs, especially one developed for 
performance assessment. Performance rating instruments are valid to the extent 
that there is a high degree of correspondence between the ratings and "true" levels 
of performance.  Since "true" performance is unknown, construct validity must be 
assessed indirectly (Scullen, Mount, & Judge, 2003). Viswesvaran and Ones 
(2000) suggest that job performance should be conceptualized as a 
multidimensional construct that cannot be directly observed but rather should be 
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studied through observation of the behavioral manifestations of these constructs.  
One method of investigating construct validity is to examine the extent to which 
the relationships among the measured variables (i.e. rated competencies defined 
by behaviors) conform to what is hypothesized by the theoretical model 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Competency-based assessment assumes that the 
different competencies specified in the model are influencing individuals' 
performance with respect to the specific behaviors being rated. Therefore, ratings 
of behaviors that are believed to be influenced by the same competency should be 
more strongly related than ratings of behaviors believed to be influenced by 
different competencies.  
To provide evidence of criterion validity, competency performance ratings 
will need to significantly predict some outcome of importance to the 
organization’s mission or purpose. This validation method focuses on assessing 
incumbents’ performance using the competency model, then evaluating 
performance using an alternative measure. In this case, student experiences, 
outcomes and reactions will serve as the criterion measure, as student residents 
are the customers of student affairs organizations, and the department strives to 
enhance a variety of student experiences and outcomes during their tenure at the 
university (see Appendix A). This department strives to enhance resident learning, 
affinity for their community, and ensure positive interactions with staff.  As such, 
student perceptions of employee (i.e., RA) performance and overall satisfaction 
with their residential educational experience will serve as a meaningful measure 
of departmental success and organizational performance for this study.   
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Overall, this validation approach provides three key pieces of information.  
It enables an estimate of competency proficiency for each employee, and it relates 
those estimates to an independent measure of performance. Further, it assesses the 
extent to which competency performance influences desired organizational 
outcomes; thus, Study 1’s proposed validation process will provide the evidence 
needed to investigate the effectiveness of competency modeling as an 
organizational development and performance intervention in Study 2.  
Statement of Hypotheses (STUDY 1) 
Hypothesis I: Each competency (RD ratings of RA fall performance) will 
significantly and positively correlate with supervisors’ year-end ratings of overall 
performance (RD ratings of RA spring performance) demonstrating evidence of 
construct validity. 
Hypothesis Ia: Professionalism will significantly positively correlate with 
overall job performance. 
Hypothesis Ib: Inclusion and Diversity will significantly positively 
correlate with overall job performance. 
Hypothesis Ic: Leadership will significantly positively correlate with 
overall job performance. 
Hypothesis Id: Learning and Development will significantly positively 
correlate with overall job performance. 
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Hypothesis Ie: Advising and Mentoring will significantly positively 
correlate with overall job performance. 
Hypothesis If:  Readiness will significantly positively correlate with 
overall job performance. 
Hypothesis II: Mean PILLAR competency performance (RD ratings of RA fall 
performance) will significantly positively correlate with supervisor’s year-end 
ratings of overall job performance (RD ratings of RA spring performance). 
Hypothesis III: Mean PILLAR competency performance (RD ratings of RA fall 
performance) will significantly positively correlate with supervisor’s year-end 
ratings of Mean PILLAR competency performance (RD ratings of RA spring 
performance). 
Hypothesis IV: Mean PILLAR competency performance (RD ratings of RA fall 
performance) will significantly positively correlate with mean resident 
satisfaction of RA performance. 
Hypothesis V: Mean PILLAR competency performance (RD ratings of RA fall 
performance) will significantly positively correlate with mean resident outcomes 
in residential halls. 
Methods (STUDY 1) 
The research questions and hypotheses identified for Study 1 will be 
investigated to provide validity evidence for the PILLAR competency model for 
the Resident Advisor position. The independent variables for this study will be the 
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Resident Advisor performance ratings provided by their supervisors (i.e., 
Residence Directors) during the fall quarter. The dependent variables will be 
provided by the Residential Satisfaction Survey that was completed at the end of 
the academic year by students living on campus, as well as Residence Directors’ 
spring ratings of RA performance. Please note that the data to be used for this 
study were acquired as part of independent consulting work and routine 
assessment activities that address the needs of the Department of Residential 
Education, and are therefore archival records. Also, all data were de-identified 
and any confidential information linking ratings to individuals was destroyed (i.e., 
permanently deleted).  
Participants.  
At a large Midwestern University campus, Resident Advisors, Residence 
Directors and undergraduate students, who lived on-campus and chose to 
participate in the annual Residential Satisfaction Survey, served as the 
participants for Study 1. 
Resident Advisors (RAs). Residential Advisors (RAs) are undergraduate 
students who were selected and trained to assist and support fellow students that 
live on campus and carry out relationship and community building activities as 
designated by the Department of Residential Education. For employment 
eligibility, RAs must be considered a full-time undergraduate student and 
maintain over a 2.50 GPA. Those who were employed during the 2011 to 2012 
academic year and met the employment eligibility requirements were selected for 
Study 1. The RA position description is included in Appendix C. Of 56 employed 
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RAs in spring 2012, only 52 had corresponding resident satisfaction data 
completed necessary to be included in the study; thus, resulting in a sample size 
of 52 for Study 1, limiting both statistical power and the ability to detect an effect. 
Most RAs were new to the position the academic year, 2011-2012, rather than 
returners (1
st
 year RA n = 31; 2
nd
 year RA n = 19; 3
rd
 year RA n =6). 
Unfortunately, other RA demographic information is unavailable for reporting 
due to the confidential and archival nature of the data (i.e., other demographic 
information on employees was not collected as part of this research or consulting 
project, any additional information is held confidentially with the university’s 
human resource department). 
Residence Directors (RDs).  The Residence Directors consist of six 
professional staff members employed by the Department of Residential Education 
to supervise the RAs, as well as facilitate the educational and social-learning 
opportunities in the residence halls. The RD position description is included in 
Appendix D.  Given that RDs supervise the RAs, they were responsible for 
providing performance ratings for each of the RAs on their staff.   
At the time of evaluation in spring 2012, most RDs had supervised their 
RAs for nearly one year (RD supervision less than 3 months n = 4; RD 
supervision 3-6 months n = 3; RD supervision 7-11 months n = 24; RD 
supervision 1 year n = 12; RD supervision 2 years n = 12; RD supervision 3 years 
n = 1), and reported being familiar with their RA’s performance (barely familiar n 
= 1; somewhat familiar n = 10; familiar n = 36; extremely familiar n = 9). 
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Unfortunately, other RD demographic information is unavailable for reporting 
due to the confidential and archival nature of the data. 
Residents.  Residents are undergraduate students who chose to live on-
campus in residential halls. The residents that were included in this study chose to 
complete the Resident Satisfaction Survey. Using a registry of all students living 
on campus during the time of the survey (i.e., April 2012), the Department of 
Residential Education emailed all residents a request and link to complete the 
Residential Satisfaction Survey online. The recruitment email for participation is 
presented in Appendix E.  Participation in the Residential Satisfaction Survey was 
completely voluntary, and anonymous. Further, those who elected to complete the 
survey were eligible to receive a gift (i.e., iPad 2) via random drawing once they 
submitted a separate and independent contact information form after completing 
the Residential Satisfaction Survey. The contact information form cannot be 
linked to the Residential Satisfaction Survey, maintaining residents’ complete 
anonymity.   Four hundred and forty-four residents completed the survey 
representing all twelve residence halls and approximately 19.2% of the students 
living on-campus. Of residents that completed the resident satisfaction survey, 
most lived on campus for 3 - 4 academic quarters (1 - 2 quarters n = 82; 3 - 4 
quarters n = 231; 5 - 7 quarters n =; 79; more than 8 quarters n = 33; missing n = 
19), achieved a cumulative GPA in the range of 3.50 to 4.00 (below 2.0 n = 4; 
2.0-2.5 n = 6; 2.5-3.0 n = 44; 3.0-3.5 n = 117; 3.5-4.0 = 253; missing n =20), were 
female (female = 292; male = 131; transgender =1, missing n = 21), were 
freshmen (freshman n = 262; sophomore n = 94; junior n = 44; senior n = 18; 5
th
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or 6
th
 year n = 3; missing n = 23), identified as white (Asian n = 23; 
Black/African-American n = 32; white n = 307; Hispanic/Latino(a) n =35; Native 
American n = 2; Biracial/Multiracial n = 23; missing n = 22),  and 19 years old 
(17 years old n = 1; 18 years old n = 94; 19 years old n = 210; 20 years old n = 
74; 21 years old n = 24; 22 years old n = 12; 23 years old n = 3; 24 years old or 
older n = 4; missing n = 22). Of the 444 students that completed the survey, only 
those that identified their RA will be included in this study. 
Measures.  
 Two measures were be used for Study 1 data collection, including the RA 
PILLAR Evaluation Form, and the Resident Satisfaction Survey. The Department 
of Residential Education administered both measures during the 2011- 2012 
academic year. The RA PILLAR Evaluation Form was administered twice, once 
in the fall quarter and then the following spring quarter, where the Resident 
Satisfaction Survey was only administered in the spring. 
 RA PILLAR Performance Evaluation Form.  This measure was 
developed as part of consulting work with the Department of Residential 
Education to provide validity evidence for the PILLAR competency model. Core 
positions in the department were studied to determine the behavioral 
manifestation of the PILLAR model at each job level. The methods, protocols and 
procedure for the PILLAR position studies are presented in Appendix F. Results 
of the position studies were presented to the department in the format of 
performance-coaching tools to be used for staff development and feedback within 
each position.  The RA position study was conducted during the fall quarter of 
 39 
2010. Results informed the development of the RA PILLAR Performance 
Coaching Tool, which was implemented for RA feedback and training purposes 
starting Fall of 2011.  The coaching tool is presented in Appendix G, as well as 
the RA PILLAR Performance Evaluation Form presented in Appendix J.  
The RA PILLAR Performance Evaluation Form consists of items 
assessing each PILLAR competency performance, RA overall job performance, 
RA performance relative to others, and demographic information (see Appendix J 
for details). Both PILLAR competencies and overall job performance ratings were 
measured by a 9-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from 
“Poor/Unsatisfactory: Performance needs significant improvement to succeed in 
role; performs at the bottom 15% of all RAs;” “Adequate/Competent: Performs as 
expected, or at the level of 70% of RAs; has some room for improvement;” to 
“Outstanding/Strength: Performs at a level other RAs should aspire to, or at the 
top 15% of all RAs; demonstrates truly exceptional performance.”  
PILLAR Competency Performance. These competencies were identified 
and developed from the consulting project, which identified the mission, vision, 
and goals of the department.  As part of a strategic organizational development 
initiative, this project also developed the competency model which outlined each 
of the competencies mentioned above to guide employee actions and behaviors. 
RA competency performance level will be measured by RDs ratings of 
performance on the following six competencies with the RA PILLAR 
Performance Evaluation Form: 1) Professionalism. The first competency is 
Professionalism and is defined by being accountable for work role 
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responsibilities, following through with professional commitments, supporting 
ResEd initiatives, and striving for continuous personal and organizational 
improvement. This is necessary to accomplish one’s job duties while meeting all 
standards of ethics and excellence. 2) Inclusion & Diversity. The second 
competency is Inclusion and Diversity, which is defined as building a community 
that is enriched with diverse views and people of varied backgrounds, races, 
cultures, and beliefs. This is necessary to promote respect and appreciation for 
individuality and diversity. 3) Leadership.  The third competency is Leadership, 
which is defined by envisioning, planning, effecting change within individuals 
and groups, and identifying and responding to needs within Residential Education 
and the community. This is necessary to fulfill Residential Education’s mission, 
vision and departmental goals. 4) Learning & Development is defined as applying 
best practices, concepts and principles of the profession and work role, including 
rigorous assessment of organizational initiatives and goals. This is necessary to 
encourage the holistic development of students and Residential Education 
professionals, and guide evidenced-based decision-making. 5) Advising & 
Mentoring. This competency is defined as providing counseling and advising 
support, direction, feedback, referral, and guidance to individuals and groups. 
This is necessary to encourage healthy, safe, and community-minded decision 
making among students. 6) Readiness. The last competency, Readiness, is defined 
as maintaining personal health and wellness, being self-reflective, passionate for 
the welfare of others, comfortable with ambiguity, and adaptable. This is 
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necessary to prepare oneself for the demands of the work role, Residential 
Education, and its constituents.   
Overall job performance.  To measure RAs’ performance level, RD’s 
were requested to rate each RA’s overall job performance at the time of 
evaluation (i.e., please rate this RA’s current performance on the job). As 
mentioned previously, overall job performance was measured on a 9-point Likert 
scale ranging from poor to outstanding.  Performance relative to others was 
measured by an item that asked “Based on your knowledge of this RA’s work 
skills and abilities, how would you rate this RA compared to others who perform 
this job? However, the relative performance item was not used in the current 
study.  
 Resident Satisfaction Survey 2012. Detailed in Appendix K, this 
measure was developed as part of normal assessment activities at the Department 
of Residential Education to report to university leadership on resident perceptions 
of departmental activities and to inform future practices for enhanced 
departmental functioning. Historically, each year the department surveys residents 
regarding satisfaction of RA and RD performance and programming activities, 
residents’ perceptions of outcomes, as well as demographic information of the 
respondents. For the 2012 Resident Satisfaction Survey, a student affairs 
assessment specialist designed the survey presented in Appendix K. 
Resident Satisfaction with RA performance.  Items that were used for 
Study 1 include residents’ satisfaction with RA performance dimensions, 
including 1) efforts to get to know residents, 2) communication of policies and 
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procedures, 3) availability, visibility on floor/area, 4) promotion of respect in the 
community, 5) ability to gain respect, 6) enforcement of University policies, 7) 
treatment of all residents equitably and 8) organization of floor programs and 
events. These items were measured by a 6-point likert scale with anchors of “very 
dissatisfied,” “dissatisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied,” “somewhat satisfied,” 
“satisfied,” and “very satisfied.”   
Resident Outcomes.  Additional items used from the Resident Satisfaction 
Survey include residents’ perceptions of learning outcomes or opportunities. 
These items included having the ability or opportunity to 1) contribute positively 
to my residence hall community; 2) reflect upon my decisions and consider 
alternative action in the future; 3) learn how to maintain a healthy lifestyle. 4) 
develop strong relationships with others while living in the halls; 5) engage in 
dialogue with others different from me; 6) learn from my peers while in dialogue 
with them. 7) see the ways in which RAs and RDs can contribute to my success at 
the University; 8) regardless of my agreement with them, I understand why 
student housing policies are necessary; 9) overall, living on campus has enhanced 
my learning experience at the University.  These items were measured by a 6-
point likert scale with anchors of “very dissatisfied,” “dissatisfied,” “somewhat 
dissatisfied,” “somewhat satisfied,” “satisfied,” and “very satisfied.”   
Demographic information. Additional demographic items were used for 
Study 1 to help understand sample characteristics are presented in Appendix K 
(i.e., RA name, gender, age, amount of time living on campus, ethnicity, academic 
classification and GPA). 
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Procedure.   
 The Department of Residential Education provided the principal 
investigator complete access to the archival records of the RA PILLAR 
Performance Evaluations and the Residential Satisfaction Survey. Details on the 
prior administration of both instruments are detailed in the next section. 
The RA PILLAR evaluation form was administered twice, once in Fall 
2011 after implementation and training of the coaching tool and during Spring 
2012 to assess year-end performance.  In the fall, RDs attended an hour-long 
session on rating training, which included an overview of the content for each 
competency, what effective behavior performance looks like for each domain, as 
well as how to leverage the coaching tool as a thorough behavioral assessment to 
provide constructive, frequent and informative coaching and feedback based on 
the behavioral requirements for effective job performance.  After the training, 
RDs were instructed to complete the rating forms. Specifically, they were told that 
1) the form should take approximately five to ten minutes to complete per RA; 2) 
to consider each RA individually; 3) focus only on the RA’s behavior and 
accomplishments; and 4) to use the complete range of the scale when applicable 
and to review behavioral information presented in the RA PILLAR Performance 
Coaching Tool. Completed forms were provided to the principal investigator for 
data entry and use in the current study.  All identifying information was stripped 
from the completed forms and any confidential information linking ratings to 
individuals were destroyed.  Anonymous codes replaced RA identifying 
information to enable linking of datasets for later analysis. 
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In spring of 2012, the Resident Satisfaction Survey was administered by 
ResED staff through Qualtrics, an online data collection tool. Undergraduate 
students living on campus in April 2012 were sent a request and link to complete 
the survey via email. Residents were given approximately two weeks to 
participate in the survey.  Those who did not complete the survey at the first 
solicitation were sent the survey once more, approximately 48 hours before 
survey closure.  Participation in the Residential Satisfaction Survey was 
completely voluntary, and anonymous. After completing the Residential 
Satisfaction Survey, residents were directed to a contact information form to 
voluntary enter into a random drawing to receive a gift (i.e., iPad 2). The contact 
information form cannot be linked to the Residential Satisfaction Survey, 
maintaining residents’ complete anonymity. These data were provided to the 
principal investigator for use in the current study.  For these data, anonymous 
codes replaced RA identifying information to enable linking of residents’ data to 
RAs performance ratings for later analysis. As mentioned previously, any 
confidential information linking identifying information to individuals was 
destroyed. 
Results (STUDY 1) 
Preliminary Analyses 
 
 Initial analyses were conducted to examine whether the independent and 
dependent variables have proper statistical variance and normality (i.e., normal 
distribution via examination of each item’s descriptive statistics and visual 
inspection of outliers).  All data were checked for accuracy and upon inspection, 
 45 
it was determined that one item was negatively skewed (i.e., Mean Resident 
Satisfaction with RA Performance); however, upon additional review of the 
residual scatterplots all variables met the three statistical assumptions of 
normality, linearity, homoscedasticity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Also, 
reliability of each measure were examined for any variable in which a 
mean/composite score was calculated and used in analyses following traditional 
measurement techniques (i.e., Cronbach’s alpha).  Results of the psychometric 
proprieties and descriptive statistics of Study 1 variables are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
  
Study 1: Psychometric Properties of Independent and Dependent Variables 
 
     Range  
Variable n M SD ɑ Potential Actual Skew 
1. Professionalism - Fall 56 6.29 1.16 -- 1 – 9 4 - 9 -0.30 
2. Inclusion & Diversity - Fall 56 6.13 1.28 -- 1 – 9 4 - 9 0.19 
3. Leadership - Fall 56 5.91 1.13 -- 1 – 9 4 - 9 0.23 
4. Learning & Development - Fall 56 5.84 0.97 -- 1 – 9 3 - 8 -0.04 
5. Advising & Mentoring - Fall 56 6.27 1.24 -- 1 – 9 4 - 9 0.47 
6. Readiness - Fall 56 6.02 1.07 -- 1 – 9 3 - 9 0.24 
7. RA Mean Performance - Fall 56 6.07 0.86 .85 1 – 9 4.50 - 7.67 -0.10 
8. RA Mean Performance - Spring 56 6.26 0.82 .85 1 – 9 4.33 - 8.33 -0.13 
9. Overall Job Performance - Spring 56 6.34 1.01 -- 1 – 9 4 - 9 -0.19 
10. Mean Resident Satisfaction 52 4.58 0.75 .93 1 - 6 1.17 - 5.66 -1.79 
11. Mean Resident Outcomes 52 4.38 0.60 .91 1 - 6 2.13 - 6.00 -0.62 
 
Note: The variation in sample size is attributed to RA attrition from fall to year-end (n = 4). 
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 Ideally, exploratory factor analyses would be conducted to assess the 
dimensionality and factor structure of the competency-based performance 
evaluation through examining the interrelationships among competencies and 
grouping these variables into factors for better explanation and understanding of 
the construct of RA performance. Additionally, a confirmatory factor analysis 
would be beneficial to test the hypothesized theoretical relationships among 
competencies and overall performance (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994); however, 
both of these analyses were not conducted to test the hypothesized measurement 
model (i.e., competency model), as there was not a sufficient sample size to 
interpret results confidently. For Factor Analysis, it recommended that at least 10 
participants per item is needed for each scale being examined to reduce sampling 
error (Nunnally, 1978; Pett, Lackey & Sullivan, 2003). For confirmatory factor 
analysis, while the literature disagrees on the minimum satisfactory sample size to 
conduct structural equation modeling, most suggest that more than 200 subjects or 
10-20 subjects per variable be required to product stable estimates and provide 
better changes of validating a model (Myers, Ahn & Jin, 2011; Schumacker & 
Lomax, 2004; Wolf, Harrington, Clark & Miller, 2013); thus, this study does not 
meet the specified requirements to conduct these analyses. 
PILLAR Competency Performance. The independent variables of 
competency performance, was measured by RDs ratings of RA performance on 
the following six competencies with using the RA PILLAR Performance 
Evaluation Form: 1) Professionalism; 2) Inclusion & Diversity; 3) Leadership; 4) 
Learning & Development; 5) Advising & Mentoring; and 6) Readiness.  Each 
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competency was measured by a 9-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from 
“Poor/Unsatisfactory: Performance needs significant improvement to succeed in 
role; performs at the bottom 15% of all RAs;” “Adequate/Competent: Performs as 
expected, or at the level of 70% of RAs; has some room for improvement;” to 
“Outstanding/Strength: Performs at a level other RAs should aspire to, or at the 
top 15% of all RAs; demonstrates truly exceptional performance.”  
RA Mean Performance. RA competency performance was measured by 
calculating the mean of RDs performance ratings of the six PILLAR 
competencies assessed by the Performance Evaluation Form. Both fall and spring 
administration means were calculated independently for this study. Reliability 
analysis revealed sufficient internal consistency of the six items for both 
administrations (i.e., Cronbach ɑ = .85). The fall mean was used as an 
independent variable for Study 1, where the spring mean was used as a dependent 
variable. 
Overall Job Performance. To measure RAs’ performance level, RD’s 
were requested to rate each RA’s overall job performance at the time of 
evaluation (i.e., please rate this RA’s current performance on the job). As 
mentioned previously, overall job performance was measured on a 9-point likert 
scale ranging from poor to outstanding. This item was assessed with the 
Performance Evaluation Form for the spring administration and was used as a 
dependent variable in this study. 
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Mean Resident Satisfaction. For Study 1, the dependent variable, 
residents’ satisfaction with RA performance, was measured by computing the 
mean of eight items on the Residential Satisfaction Survey. These items included 
1) efforts to get to know residents, 2) communication of policies and procedures, 
3) availability, visibility on floor/area, 4) promotion of respect in the community, 
5) ability to gain respect, 6) enforcement of University policies, 7) treatment of all 
residents equitably and, 8) organization of floor programs and events. These items 
were measured by a 6-point likert scale with anchors of “very dissatisfied,” 
“dissatisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied,” “somewhat satisfied,” “satisfied,” and 
“very satisfied.”    
Given the multilevel nature of the data, the analytic strategy must account 
for the fact that individuals were nested within residence halls.   Specifically, the 
RAs oversee multiple residents and thus have ratings from multiple residents on 
the same measures (collected via the resident satisfaction survey).  As such, these 
data were aggregated via the additive composition model to account for the 
functional relationship between the constructs at different levels (Chan, 1998). In 
the additive composition model, the meaning of the higher-level construct is a 
summation of the lower level units regardless of the variance among these units. 
In this study, this model was appropriately used to account for each resident’s 
perception of RA performance, and is independent of within-group level 
agreement among residents supervised by an RA (i.e., it doesn’t matter if the 
students agree on an RA’s level of performance because it is expected that 
individuals to have different experiences and perceptions of their RA. This model 
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was used because theoretically, each resident’s perception of performance could 
be unique and not dependent on another resident’s experience (i.e., an RA might 
have specific and unique interactions with each resident that accounts for 
differences in ratings).  Other multilevel models depend on explaining variance at 
the lower levers but since the variance at the lower level unit was no theoretical or 
operational concern in this study, the additive model was used to determine and 
measure the higher level construct (i.e., RA performance across a resident group).  
For each RA, his/her residents’ data was aggregated and a mean was 
calculated for each item used on the resident satisfaction survey (i.e., if multiple 
responses for an item exists, the sum of resident item responses will be divided by 
number of residents that responded for each RA).  Thus, the mean resident 
satisfaction composite variable reflected the aggregated data across resident 
responses.  Reliability analysis revealed sufficient internal consistency of the 
eight items for (i.e., Cronbach’s ɑ = .93). 
Mean Resident Outcomes. Additional items were used from the Resident 
Satisfaction Survey to compute the mean resident outcomes dependent variable 
for Study 1. These items included residents’ perceptions of learning outcomes or 
opportunities. These items include having the ability or opportunity to 1) 
contribute positively to my residence hall community; 2) reflect upon my 
decisions and consider alternative action in the future; 3) learn how to maintain a 
healthy lifestyle; 4) develop strong relationships with others while living in the 
halls; 5) engage in dialogue with others different from me; 6) learn from my peers 
while in dialogue with them; 7) see the ways in which RAs and RDs can 
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contribute to my success at the University; and 8) regardless of my agreement 
with them, I understand why student housing policies are necessary.  These items 
were measured by a 6-point Likert scale with anchors of “very dissatisfied,” 
“dissatisfied,” “somewhat dissatisfied,” “somewhat satisfied,” “satisfied,” and 
“very satisfied.”  For each RA, his/her residents’ data was aggregated and a mean 
was calculated for each item used on the resident satisfaction survey.  Thus, the 
mean resident outcome composite variable reflected the aggregated data across 
resident responses.  Reliability analysis revealed sufficient internal consistency of 
the eight items for (i.e., Cronbach’s ɑ = .91). 
 
Test of Hypotheses 
To test Hypotheses I - V, a series of bivariate correlations were conducted 
to evaluate the relationships of the independent and dependent variables. Means, 
standard deviations and Pearson correlations between variables are presented in 
Table 2 and Table 3, while the coefficients of determination are presented in 
Table 4.  Higher scores indicate higher correlations between variables. Results of 
significance tests are summarized in Table 5 and will be discussed in the 
following sections. 
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Table 3 
 
Study 1: Inter-correlations and descriptive statistics of independent and dependent variables 
 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Professionalism - Fall ---           
2. Inclusion & Diversity - Fall .46** ---          
3. Leadership - Fall .55** .54** ---         
4. Learning & Development - Fall .66** .37** .57** ---        
5. Advising & Mentoring - Fall .55** .53** .46** .43** --- .      
6. Readiness - Fall .48** .28* .32* .46** .60** ---      
7. RA Mean Performance - Fall .81** .72** .76** .75** .80** .68** ---     
8. RA Mean Performance - Spring .38** .48** .36** .42** .39** .21 .49** ---    
9. Overall Job Performance - Spring .36* .33* .36** .37** .29* .12 .39** .87** ---   
10. Mean Resident Satisfaction .18 .06 -.12 .14 -.07 .12 .06 .25 .15 ---  
11. Mean Resident Outcomes .22 .02 -.06 .21 -.07 .13 .09 .17 .13 .67** --- 
M 6.29 6.13 5.91 5.84 6.27 6.02 6.07 6.26 6.34 4.58 4.38 
SD 1.16 1.28 1.13 0.97 1.24 1.07 0.86 0.82 1.01 0.75 0.60 
Note: ** p < 0.01.  ** p < 0.05.  
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Table 4 
 
Study 1: Coefficients of Determination (r
2
) for independent and dependent variables represented as a percentage 
 
Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Professionalism - Fall ---           
2. Inclusion & Diversity - Fall 21.16% ---          
3. Leadership - Fall 30.25% 29.16% ---         
4. Learning & Development - 
Fall 
43.56% 13.69% 32.49% ---        
5. Advising & Mentoring - Fall 30.25% 28.09% 21.16% 18.49% ---       
6. Readiness - Fall 23.04% 7.84% 10.24% 21.16% 36.00% ---      
7. RA Mean Performance - 
Fall 
65.61% 51.84% 57.76% 56.25% 64.00% 46.24% ---     
8. RA Mean Performance - 
Spring 
14.44% 23.04% 12.96% 17.64% 15.21% 4.41% 24.01% ---    
9. Overall Job Performance - 
Spring 
12.96% 10.89% 12.96% 13.69% 8.41% 1.44% 15.21% 88.59% ---   
10. Mean Resident Satisfaction 3.24% 0.36% 1.44% 1.96% 0.49% 1.44% 0.36% 70.71% 0.25% ---  
11. Mean Resident Outcomes 4.84% 0.04% 0.36% 4.41% 0.49% 1.69% 0.81% 73.99% 0.60% 44.89% --- 
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Table 5 
 
Study 1: Test of Hypotheses 
 
Measure n df r r
2
 tobserved tcritical p 
Achieved 
Power 
Hypothesis Ia 51 49 .36 12.96% 2.71 2.01 < 0.05 .77 
Hypothesis Ib 51 49 .33 10.89% 2.46 2.01 < 0.05 .69 
Hypothesis Ic 51 49 .36 12.96% 2.71 2.68 < 0.01 .53 
Hypothesis Id 51 49 .37 13.69% 2.78 2.68 < 0.01 .57 
Hypothesis Ie 51 49 .29 8.41% 2.11 2.01 < 0.05 .56 
Hypothesis If 51 49 .12 1.44% 0.85 2.01 ns .14 
Hypothesis II 51 49 .39 15.21% 2.97 2.01 < 0.01 .84 
Hypothesis III 51 49 .49 24.01% 3.94 2.68 < 0.01 .90 
Hypothesis IV 49 47 .06 1.44% 0.41 2.01 ns .05 
Hypothesis V 49 47 .09 0.81% 0.62 2.01 ns .05 
 
Note: Sensitivity analysis reveals that given a sample of (n = 51), power of (β = 
.70) and probability of Type I error of (p < .05), effect sizes must be moderate in 
size (r = .33) to be statistically significant.  
 
 
Hypothesis I.  Hypotheses Ia-If predicted that each competency rating 
would significantly and positively correlate with supervisor’s year-end ratings of 
overall performance, thereby demonstrating evidence of construct validity. A 
series of bivariate correlations were conducted to predict the magnitude and 
direction of the relationship between supervisor’s year end ratings of overall 
performance and RA performance on each competency. As summarized in Table 
4, significant and positive correlations were found for each PILLAR competency 
with overall job performance at year end, except for the competency, Readiness. 
Thus, Hypothesis If was not supported, where Hypothesis Ia-Ie were supported 
with positive correlations ranging from small to moderate magnitude (Cohen, 
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1992). While Readiness did not significantly correlate with overall job 
performance, it did trend slightly in the positive direction. Additionally, each of 
the other competencies independently explained from 8.41% to 13.69% of the 
variance in year-end overall job performance. These findings suggest that the 
PILLAR competencies provide a distinct view of the “overall” performance as 
measured by the PILLAR evaluation form.  
Hypothesis II. Hypotheses II predicted that Mean PILLAR competency 
ratings of RA performance will significantly and positively correlate with 
supervisor’s year-end ratings of overall job performance.  The results in Table 4 
support this hypothesis (r = .39, r
2
 = 15.21%, t(51) = 2.97; p < 0.01). Specifically, 
mean competency performance explains 15.21% of the variance over overall job 
performance, further suggesting that these competencies provide a distinct but 
slightly related view of the overall performance dimension.  
Hypothesis III.  Hypotheses III predicted that Mean PILLAR competency 
ratings of RA performance will significantly and positively correlate with 
supervisor’s year-end mean ratings of PILLAR competency performance.  The 
results in Table 4 support this hypothesis (r = .49, r
2
 = 24.01%, t(51) = 3.94; p < 
0.01). Specifically, mean competency performance explain 24.01%, of the 
variance in mean competency performance in the spring. 
Hypothesis IV. Hypotheses IV predicted that Mean PILLAR competency 
performance would significantly positively correlate with mean resident 
satisfaction of RA performance. The results in Table 4 do not support this 
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hypothesis (r = .06, r
2
 = 1.44%, t(49) = 0.41; p = ns), as the correlation was both 
weak and not statistically significant. 
Hypothesis V. Hypotheses V predicted that Mean PILLAR competency 
performance would significantly positively correlate with mean resident outcomes 
in residential halls. The results in Table 4 also do not support this hypothesis (r = 
.09, r
2
 = 0.81%, t(49) = 0.62; p = ns), as the correlation was both weak and not 
statistically significant. 
Discussion (STUDY 1) 
Competency modeling has emerged as a technique for describing and 
evaluating job performance, a process that involves identifying a set of constructs 
(i.e. competencies) and behavioral manifestations that are believed to be 
important for performance in the job as well as the organization (Camion et al., 
2011; Catano et al., 2007; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). The strength of this 
approach is claimed to be its emphasis on aspects of in describing individual 
performance requirements and its link to organizational outcomes (Campion et al 
al., 2011; Schippmann et al., 2000). Additionally, it is theorized that through 
competency modeling, organizations can be more competitive by strengthening 
core capabilities, identifying and raising standards, and reinforcing the behaviors 
that lead to the top performance across individuals (Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).  
This common practice of identifying high-performance behaviors linked to 
business strategies, and using the organization’s language to generate buy-in and 
enhance ease of use, is believed to provide employees a clear, future focused view 
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of the behaviors that the organization will require for success (Campion et al., 
2011; Isle, 1993; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001).  While some researchers have 
documented the practice of implementing a competency based performance 
management system (Catano et al., 2007; Gangani et al., 2006; Jones, 1995; 
Nolan, 1998), empirical evidence has not been provided; thus, Study 1 
investigated the validity of the competency model as a measure of performance to 
aid in the evaluation of whether implementing a competency model can enhance 
organizational performance.  
To provide construct validity evidence for the competency model, 
performance on individual competencies needed to correlate with ratings of 
overall performance to demonstrate an underlying conceptual basis and imply that 
the specific competencies could be viewed as distinct items measuring the same 
overall performance construct (Austin & Villanova, 1992; Ghiselli, 1956). 
Alternatively, to establish criterion validity, competency performance should 
predict organizational outcomes. This validation method focused on assessing 
RA’s performance using the competency model, and then evaluating performance 
and outcomes by using an alternative measure. In this case, student experiences, 
outcomes and reactions served as the criterion measure, as student residents are 
the customers of student affairs organizations, and the department strives to 
enhance a variety of student experiences and outcomes during their tenure at the 
university (see Appendix A).  
A series of bivariate correlations were conducted to test the hypotheses 
that predicted significant and positive relationships between competency ratings 
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and year-end ratings of overall performance, mean competency performance, as 
well as mean resident satisfaction and outcomes.  In summary, results revealed 
that the competency model generally served as a valid measure of performance 
according to supervisor ratings but did not a predict residents’ ratings of RA 
performance or outcomes.  Specifically, four of five competencies defined in the 
competency model (i.e., Professionalism, Inclusion and Diversity, Leadership, 
Learning & Development, and Advising & Mentoring) were significantly and 
positively correlated to year-end overall performance and mean competency 
ratings; however, relationships between supervisor ratings of RA performance did 
not significantly correlate with residents’ perceptions of RA performance or 
resident outcomes as predicted. In addition, while the correlations between 
supervisor ratings and resident ratings were positive, the relationships were quite 
weak (i.e., r ≤ .10), suggesting little alignment or conceptual agreement between 
supervisor and resident perceptions of RA performance. Taken together, these 
results provided some evidence of construct validity but since competency 
performance did not significantly influence desired organizational outcomes, 
criterion validity evidence was not provided with this study.  
Results indicated that ratings of the competency Readiness did not 
significantly correlate with year-end ratings of performance; however, this is not 
completely surprising given that the definition of readiness is defined as 
maintaining personal health and wellness, being self-reflective, passionate for the 
welfare of others, comfortable with ambiguity, and adaptable.  Conceptually, this 
competency is aligned to self-regulation and personality/ trait-based constructs 
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and may be less related to true RA performance compared to the other PILLAR 
competencies that describe the actual behaviors needed to perform the RA role 
requirements. This suggests that a true relationship between the Readiness 
competency and true RA performance may not exist, and is supported by the 
findings of the present study.  
Another surprising finding is that criterion validity evidence was not 
provided by both rating sources in this study, as supervisor ratings of RA 
performance did not significantly correlate with resident ratings of RA 
performance but only with other supervisor ratings.  Several possible factors 
could help explain these results.  First, residents may not be the best rater or 
observer of performance, as they may be biased given the role of an RA to 
enforce policies that they may disagree with. Further, students were not trained as 
part of this study, and given that research has demonstrated that assessors that are 
trained through frame of reference training can better assess KSAs and 
performance, this is a known limitation of this study (Hauenstein, 1998). Further, 
it is common in residence hall organizations to have a large span of control of 
residents to advisors (e.g., sixty residents to one RA).  As such, it is possible that 
the respondents to the survey may not have had a lot of exposure or opportunity to 
observe their respective RA. In fact, the majority of resident satisfaction survey 
respondents could not identify their resident advisor within the survey (n = 336 of 
441 or 76.20%), suggesting that they may not be best suited to serve as a source 
for rating RA performance, especially compared to RA’s supervisors that were 
trained to rate and manage RA performance directly. 
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Limitations & Future Research 
Several limitations of Study 1 deserve mention.  First, given the archival 
nature of this study, there were design limitations in the resident satisfaction 
survey in that it did not assess PILLAR competency performance directly but 
rather other performance and other job-related content. Additionally, this study 
was limited by the small staff (i.e., sample size) and thus statistical power. For 
future research, it is recommended to study an organization with a larger staff, as 
well as to enhance measurement of organizational performance by leveraging an 
assessment that is directly aligned to competency model performance to enable 
greater opportunity to produce evidence of criterion validity.  Further, with a 
larger sample size more sophisticated techniques to measure construct validity of 
a competency model could be leveraged to test the hypothesized theoretical 
relationships among competencies and overall performance (i.e., confirmatory 
factor analysis). Lastly, meta analytic  research has shown that in rating overall 
job performance, the estimated mean observed correlation between single peer 
and supervisor raters is .48 (Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 2002), suggesting 
that peer and supervisor ratings for performance can be justifiably pooled for 
better understanding of overall employee performance.  Further, it has been noted 
that little to no research has been conducted to report correlations between peer 
and/or supervisor ratings of performance with and customer ratings of 
performance; thus, future research along those lines may refine our understanding 
of the construct of job performance, as well as tease apart the finding of the 
present study in that student ratings of RA job performance did not correlate with 
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supervisor ratings (Viswesvaran et al., 2002; Viswesvaran, Schmidt, & Ones, 
2005). 
Implications 
While not all hypothesized relationships were supported in this validation 
study, the competency model may still demonstrate sufficient validity evidence to 
proceed with Study 2. Specifically, four of five competencies defined in the 
model (i.e., Professionalism, Inclusion and Diversity, Leadership, Learning & 
Development, and Advising & Mentoring) were significantly and positively 
correlated to year-end overall performance and mean competency ratings. Even 
though criterion validity evidence was not provided in Study 1 through residents’ 
rating of RA performance, supervisor ratings are probably more representative of 
true RA performance given that they are trained managers and raters of RA 
performance. Further, previous research has supported the practice of competency 
modeling as a technique for validly describing and assessing performance (Catano 
et al., 2007; Wolfe, 2008). Thus, despite Study 1’s limitations, Study 2 was 
conducted to investigate the effectiveness of competency modeling as an 
organizational development intervention. 
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STUDY 2 
Rationale (STUDY 2) 
Study 2 investigated the effectiveness of competency modeling as an 
organizational development intervention to improve organizational performance 
and outcomes. In this study, the organization of interest is a residential education 
department at a large private, Midwestern university that implemented a 
competency model immediately after redefining their mission, vision, goals and 
values to reflect the departmental philosophy following reorganization, as 
described in Study 1.  
By implementing a competency model (conceptualized here as an 
organizational development initiative), the department can directly connect and 
explain employees’ roles and responsibilities as they relate to the overall 
department philosophy and ensure that all personnel practices and organizational 
activities are aligned to fulfill the departmental mission, vision, goals and values 
(Campion et al., 2011; Shippmann et al. 2000).  Organizational development is 
defined as investigation to determine an organizational state or problem and to 
implement an intervention to result in a planned organizational change (Austin & 
Bartunick, 2012; Bartunek & Woodman, 2015; Cummings & Worley, 2009).  
Scholars often describe organizational development as being core to competency 
modeling, as competency modeling efforts often seek broad 
organizational change, focus on outcomes for employees and organizational 
effectiveness, are based on behavioral science, built through adaptive and iterative 
processes, and include both development and implementation of the model 
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(Campion et al., 2011; Schippmann et al., 2010); and all of which are 
characteristics aligned with organizational development initiatives (Cummings & 
Worley, 2009).   
For this study, the competency modeling project should be conceptualized 
as an organizational development initiative, as the project aligns with the 
literature’s broad definition of an organizational development intervention (Austin 
& Bartunik, 2012; Neuman, Edwards, & Raju, 1989). More specifically, in this 
study the consultants were engaged to 1) assist the department evaluating their 
current mission, vision and goals, as there was a concern that they did not 
accurately represent their institutional philosophies given recent structural 
changes; 2) improve organizational effectiveness by creating a competency model 
to integrate the department’s newly defined mission, vision, goals and core values 
throughout their personnel practices (e.g., training, in-role development, selection, 
and performance management); and 3) to infuse the values of the department and 
gain commitment by involving internal and external stakeholders in development 
and implementation of the model (Cummings & Worley, 2009).  For additional 
detail on the initial consulting work that initiated the competency modeling 
project and subsequent cascaded implementation approach please refer to 
Appendix I.   
As an organizational development initiative, the competency model was 
used to create performance assessment and coaching tools to provide ongoing 
development feedback to employees on a bi-monthly basis, representing a 
common application of competency modeling to evaluate performance and 
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proficiency of employees (Catano et al., 2007; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001; Lucia 
& Lepsinger, 1999; Posthuma & Campion, 2008; Martone, 2003). These tools 
were built for each role in the organization and implemented over a period of 
three years as part of a external consulting engagement. 
 In this study, the implementation of the competency model/intervention at 
a certain point in time separates an observed time series of the outcome under 
investigation into two parts: the time series before and the time series after 
intervention.  As such, regression analysis can be used to assess potential effects 
of the intervention. For an effective intervention, one would expect an 
interruption in the pattern of the observed time series immediately after the 
intervention point. In the simplest case, this can be either a change in the time 
series' level, slope, or both. 
If the competency modeling and associated tools had the intended effect, 
improved organization performance would be observed during the first year and 
following years of the intervention. Further, we would expect to see effects for 
only those students that lived on campus, as they were exposed to and interacted 
with employees that were coached on the competency model and associated 
performance behaviors.  Following the same reasoning, non-residents would not 
be expected to experience an effect during the years of the organizational 
development initiative, making them eligible to serve as the non-equivalent 
control group for this study. 
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The department’s primary mission is to identify and address students’ 
needs as well as to cultivate a relational, residential community, where students 
are encouraged to explore, learn and develop holistically.  Of many desired 
outcomes, this department strives to enhance resident participation in and affinity 
for the community and university in which they live.  As such, residents’ overall 
satisfaction and reactions to their entire educational experience and institution 
serve as a meaningful measure of departmental success and organizational 
performance for this study. Overall satisfaction with the institution and 
educational experience is an important variable in forming a high-quality 
undergraduate experience. Satisfaction represents a sense that a student feels 
loyalty and affinity to the institution (Lenning, Beal & Sauer, 1980; Tinto, 1987). 
Further, student satisfaction highly correlates with academic performance (Bean, 
1980; Bean & Bradley, 1986; Bean & Vesper, 1994; Pike 1991; Pike, 1993). 
Statement of Hypotheses (STUDY 2) 
The research questions and hypotheses identified for Study 2 will be investigated 
to determine the effectiveness of competency modeling as an organizational 
development intervention to improve organizational performance. 
Hypothesis 1: For residents, there will be a significant positive deviation 
of student satisfaction means from the baseline mean trend for post 
intervention years (i.e., there will be a significant and positive change in 
slope at the year of intervention for residents). 
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Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant impact of the intervention 
beyond baseline trends across groups on student satisfaction, in that the 
difference between the deviation from the baseline trend of the resident 
group and the deviation from the baseline trend of the non-equivalent 
control group (i.e., non-residents) will be positive and significant. 
Methods (STUDY 2) 
 The research questions and hypotheses identified for Study 2 were 
investigated using comparative interrupted time-series research design to 
determine the effectiveness of competency modeling as an organization 
development initiative.  Comparative interrupted time-series research design is 
one of the strongest quasi-experimental designs because it leverages a non-
equivalent control group, which can reveal potential threats to internal validity 
(e.g., historical threats) (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002; Somers, Zhu, Jacob, 
& Bloom, 2013). The dependent variable is measured by overall student 
satisfaction ratings collected annually from 2001-2014, as part of ongoing 
institutional and educational student engagement research. As detailed in 
Appendix I, there were three observations collected post-intervention and 11 pre-
intervention observations.   
Participants.  
At a large Midwestern University campus Residential Department 
employees and undergraduate students who chose to participate in the National 
Student Engagement Survey, serve as the participants for Study 2.  A total of 
5,419 students completed the survey from 2001 to 2014, of which only 4,401 
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were included in Study 2 due to missing data on either the independent or 
dependent variables of interest. Table 6 summarizes the final sample size for each 
resident group by year used in Study 2.  
Table 6 
 
Study 2: Sample Sizes by Resident Group and Year 
 
Year Resident Non-Resident Total 
2001 61 79 140 
2002 60 77 137 
2003 60 71 131 
2004 8 187 195 
2005 278 153 431 
2006 331 153 484 
2007 374 229 603 
2008 292 118 410 
2009 211 121 332 
2010 279 178 457 
2011 234 131 365 
2012 201 103 304 
2013 24 208 232 
2014 38 142 180 
Total 2451 1950 4401 
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Residential Educational Department Employees.  Individuals employed 
by the Residential Educational Department during organizational development 
intervention years of 2011 - 2014 serve as participants for study 2, as staff and 
newly hired RAs, RDs and ADs were selected, trained, assessed and coached on 
the competency model developed for their organization during these years. These 
academic years are considered the organizational development intervention years 
of the competency modeling project. 
Students.  Freshmen undergraduate students attending a large, urban 
Midwestern university from 2001-2014 that voluntarily completed the National 
Student Engagement Survey are considered participants in study 2. These students 
include both residents that chose to live on campus and those that decided to live 
off campus as well.  
 Competency Modeling as an Organizational Development 
Intervention.  The academic years of 2011 - 2014 serve as the treatment years, as 
incumbents and newly hired department staff (i.e., RAs, RDs and ARDs) were 
selected, trained, assessed and coached on the organization’s competency model 
during these years. These academic years are considered the organizational 
development intervention years, as the competency modeling project was 
designed and introduced to the department in 2010 and specific coaching tools 
were developed and launched in a cascading manner for each role throughout the 
following years to improve individual and organizational performance. Please 
note that for this study organizational performance is measured annually through 
the student engagement surveys.  
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 In this study, the intervention at a certain point in time separates an 
observed time series into two parts: the time series before and the time series after 
intervention; thus, 2011 serves as the point in time that divides pre and post 
intervention outcomes, as we would expect to see changes in the outcome after 
the competency model was introduced and as the tools and processed were 
executed from 2011-2014. Please note that outcome data were measured during 
the spring of each academic year, meaning 2012 is the first year that an intended 
effect should be observed. 
Procedure.  
 Study 2 was conducted by using archival data collected annually through 
ongoing institutional research efforts to measure the effectiveness of the 
organizational intervention over time.  Access and permission was granted by the 
institutional research department in charge of collaborating with the national 
research agency that administers the survey.  To use these existing datasets for my 
study, only data needed to evaluate the proposed hypotheses were provided and 
all data were de-identified. Leveraging archival data for this study provides a 
comprehensive view of the expected effects of the intervention over time and 
bolsters arguments about the generalizability of the results of a study, as repeated 
measures were collected independently across time and samples (Campbell, 
Stanley & Gage, 1963).  
Measures. 
 National Student Survey of Engagement. NSSE is an industry 
benchmarking tool used by colleges and universities that assesses the extent that 
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students engage in educationally purposeful activities associated with high levels 
of learning and development, as well as how the institution deploys its resources, 
learning opportunities and support services to contribute to student learning (Kuh, 
2009). NSSE defines engagement as student participation in activities, both inside 
and outside the classroom, that lead to important experiences and desired 
outcomes, including persistence, satisfaction, learning, and graduation. For a more 
detailed overview of the survey’s conceptual and empirical foundations see Kuh 
(2009).  Please note that NSSE’s conceptualization of engagement strays far from 
the industrial organizational psychology concept of employee engagement 
(Macey & Schneider, 2008); however, it will still serve as a valuable measure, as 
it is aimed to measure the quality of student experiences and involvement in 
educationally purposeful activities because of its psychometric properties, 
provision of normative data, and perceived value by administrators and faculty 
(Banta, Pike & Hansen, 2009).  Further, it has often been used for institutional 
accreditation and accountability measures for student access, retention and 
graduation (Banta et al., 2009). 
 NSSE is administered annually by the Center for Postsecondary Research, 
Indiana University School of Education, and was designed for and used by 
institutions to help identify aspects of the undergraduate experience that can be 
improved (Kuh, 2009).  This survey is administered annually to first year and 
senior undergraduates of participating institutions; however, only first year 
student data will be used for this research to evaluate the proposed hypotheses, 
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since they are the only population eligible to live within the resident halls, and 
thereby were exposed to the effects of the intervention. 
 NSSE has been administered at this university annually since 2001, 
making it suitable to investigate intervention effects over time. Given the 
longitudinal nature of this research, it is important to note that survey has had 
slight revisions between administrations over the years but more specifically, in 
2013, substantial revisions were made to a majority of the items.  As such, for this 
study, items are limited to those that have remained consistent across 
administrations and are relevant to the hypotheses.   
 A brief summary of the revisions implemented in 2013 is provided. Prior 
to 2013, the questionnaire collected information in five categories: (1) 
participation in dozens of educationally purposeful activities, (2) institutional 
requirements and the challenging nature of coursework, (3) perceptions of the 
college environment, (4) estimates of educational and personal growth since 
starting college, and (5) background and demographic information (Banta et al., 
2009). For 2013 and beyond, the survey measured student engagement in 
primarily two ways: 1) the amount of time and effort students put into their 
studies and other educationally purposeful activities and 2) the ways the 
institution organizes the curriculum and other learning opportunities to create four 
specific experiences: academic challenge, learning with peers, experiences with 
faculty and a supportive campus (NSSE, 2015). Detailed NSSE surveys are 
presented in Appendix L & M to illustrate the different versions used for this 
study. 
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 Since survey items are limited to those that have remained consistent over 
time and are relevant to the hypotheses for Study 2, the rest of the discussion in 
this section is limited to the specific dependent variable items used for Study 2. 
Student satisfaction will serve as the dependent variable for this study from 
ratings that were collected annually from 2001-2014, as part of The National 
Survey of Student Engagement. 
 Mean Student Satisfaction. The dependent variable was computed 
according to the NSSE scales guidelines (NSSE, 2015).  Mean student satisfaction 
was computed by creating a new variable from the calculated mean of two student 
experience reaction items 1) How would you evaluate your entire educational 
experience at this institution?, which has a response four-point scale with anchors 
of “poor,” “fair,” “good” and  “excellent”; and 2) If you could start over again, 
would you go to the SAME INSTITUTION you are now attending?, which is 
measured on a four point scale with responses of “definitely no,” “probably no,” 
“probably yes” and “definitely yes.” 
Results (STUDY 2) 
Preliminary Analysis 
 Initial analyses were conducted to assess whether the independent and 
dependent variables have proper statistical variance and normality to meet the 
assumptions of regression analysis. To see if the assumptions of linear regression 
hold, heteroscedasticity and multicollinearity were examined.  To check for 
heteroscedasticity, a visual inspection of the regression residuals plots showed 
that there was evenness in the distribution of error variance so no further analysis 
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was needed. Next, a test of multicollinearity was conducted to see if two or more 
predictors are substantially intercorrelated. None of the tolerance levels were less 
than .10 thus multicollinearity is not a concern (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  
Further, the variables were examined by inspecting the stem and leaf plots, and no 
outliers were observed and the satisfaction variable was normally distributed.  
 In summary, the preliminary analyses suggest that regression assumptions 
were met.  In addition, the reliability of the mean satisfaction variable was 
computed using the individual student data set and it demonstrated sufficient 
reliability (i.e., Cronbach’s α = .77). Table 7 presents the descriptive statistics and 
reliability estimates for Study 2 variables.  Given that data for study two was 
aggregated across individuals to calculate group means, it is not surprising that 
the assumptions of regression are met since by aggregating data to a group level 
provides more stable estimates and limits the error-variance. An additive model 
was used to compute the composite satisfaction variable, as the variance of the 
lower level units is of no theoretical or operational concern for composing the 
lower level construct to the higher level construct (Chan, 1998). 
Test of Hypotheses 
For Study 2, a several types of analyses were considered to examine the 
research questions. First, ARIMA, known as the Autoregressive integrated, 
moving average approach, was investigated as an alternative time series approach 
but the current study does not fit the minimum criteria of at least 50 time period 
observations to achieve estimates that approach stability and to account for the 
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autocorrelation between time points (Biglan, Ary & Wagenaar, 2000; Shadish et 
al., 2002; Velicer & Harrop, 1983).  
Next, the Comparative Interrupted Time Series design was investigated, as 
it has greater potential than other designs to provide valid inferences about 
program impacts, because it implicitly controls for differences between the 
“natural growth” rates of treatment and comparison groups (Bloom, 2003; Somers 
et al., 2013; Snijders & Bosker, 1999).  Also, the CITS design is an especially 
rigorous study design for estimating longer-term impacts since it requires more 
pre-treatment data in the baseline, positioning it to better estimate longer-term 
impacts because these projections are based on past trends (Bloom, 2003; Somers 
et al., 2013).  The CITS design also provides realistic estimates of the precision of 
impact compared to regression discontinuity or difference-in-difference designs 
(Somers et al., 2013). Further, the CITS design is a solid method to evaluate 
quasi-experimental designs and other authors have made suggestions that 
evaluation of applied research efforts should be made outside of true experimental 
designs (Somers et al., 2013; Taylor & Adams, 1982).  
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Table 7 
 
Study 2: Means, Standard Deviations, Inter-correlations and Reliability Estimates for Variables  
 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Residency Group 0.50 0.51 ---      
2. Year of administration 6.50 4.11 .00 ---     
3. Year*Group 3.25 4.40 .75** .47* ---    
4. Treatment 0.11 0.31 .35 .47* .70** ---   
5. Posttreatment 0.11 0.42 .26 .40* .57** .76** ---  
6. Mean Student Satisfaction 3.27 0.07 -.21 .45* .15 .21 .44* (.77) 
Note. n  = 28; ** p < 0.01.  ** p < 0.05. Residency Group of students denotes (resident) vs. comparison group (non-resident) groups. 
Year of survey administrations spans all 14 years of the study when NSSE was administered. Treatment status denotes the 11 baseline 
years (2001-2011) and three follow-up years (2012-2014).  Treatment denotes time expressed as 0’s up to the intervention year and as 
1’s following the competency modeling intervention and includes the first intervention year.  Lastly, Posttreatment status denotes the 
two years following the first intervention year, which enables estimation of the change in slopes between groups’ pre and post 
treatment and ultimately test of Study 2’s hypothesis. 
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Originally, a multilevel regression model/HLM was proposed to test the 
proposed hypothesis with a CITS design to evaluate the impact of a competency 
modeling initiative on organizational performance; however, upon closer review 
of the data it was revealed that the Study 2 data were not actually nested in a 
hierarchical structure, as student samples vary across time (i.e., freshmen students 
are new to the university each year).  Thus, these data are collected independently 
across time, warranting a hierarchical regression to be conducted rather than 
multilevel modeling approach. 
To evaluate the impact of a competency modeling initiative on 
organizational performance, where organizational performance is operationalized 
as mean student satisfaction with their institutional and educational experience, a 
hierarchical regression analyses was conducted with the following model to test 
the hypothesis:  
Y = b0 + b1 X1 + b2 X2 + b3 X1X2 + b4 X4 +b5 X5 + e 
Variables are defined below to measure the trend in satisfaction scores and the 
between-group variation in the intercepts and trends before and after the 
intervention: 
Y  = Mean Student Satisfaction  
b0 = Mean of student satisfaction for non-residents at year zero (i.e., 2001) 
b1 = Difference in the means of the residency groups at year zero (2001) 
X1 = Residency group, where 0 denotes non-residents and 1 denotes residents 
b2 =  Change in satisfaction for non-residents from one year to the next (across 
14 years) 
X2 = Year of survey, where 0 represents the first survey administration year (i.e., 
2001) and increases continuously by one integer per year  
b3 =  Differences of the trend lines between residency groups  
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b4 =  Change in means of resident satisfaction pre and post treatment  
X4 =  Treatment Status, where 0 denotes the 11 baseline years (2001-2011) before 
the intervention and 1 denotes the three follow-up years (2012-2014)  
b5 =  Change in means of resident satisfaction slope from pre to post treatment 
X5 = Posttreatment Status, where 1 denotes the two years following the first 
intervention year (i.e., 2011), with all other years as 0 
e   =  Residual variance across all occasions of measurement for residency group 
in the population 
 
For this model, the independent variables include residency group status, 
year of survey administration, treatment status, and post-treatment status. 
Residency status of students denotes (resident) vs. comparison group (non-
resident) groups. Year of survey administrations spans all 14 years of the study. 
Treatment status denotes the 11 baseline years (2001-2011) and three follow-up 
years (2012-2014).  Treatment denotes time expressed as 0’s up to the 
intervention year and as 1’s following the competency modeling intervention and 
includes the first intervention year.  Lastly, Posttreatment status denotes the two 
years following the first intervention year, which enables estimation of the change 
in slopes between groups’ pre and post treatment and ultimately test of Study 2’s 
hypothesis. 
At the first step, residency group was regressed on student satisfaction to 
determine the relationship between residency group and satisfaction across the 14 
years.  The second step includes survey year administration along with the 
interaction term of residency group with year, enabling determination of between 
residency group differences on satisfaction for each year of the 14 years. For the 
third step, treatment status was entered into the model along with the interaction 
term of treatment and residency group, which allows for estimation of the average 
 78 
treatment effects for each group. The final step introduces the post treatment term 
into the model, which allows for estimation of differences in slopes for each 
group before and after the treatment. Overall, the results of this hierarchical 
regression analysis enables determination of whether there is systematic variation 
in student satisfaction over time and where that variation resides (i.e., within or 
between residency groups and/or before or after the competency model 
intervention).  Further, this model enables testing of the hypothesis by including 
the treatment and post treatment terms to determine the changes in slopes and 
intercepts for each residency group for each year of the study.  
Study 2’s hypothesis states that there will be a significant and positive 
change in slope at the intervention year for residents, and that this change is 
greater than the change in slope for the non-resident control group at the 
intervention year.  If this is the case, the competency modeling as an 
organizational development intervention would be interpreted as having a 
significant, positive and sustained effect on organizational performance (i.e., 
mean student satisfaction) at the year of the intervention and for following years. 
 Hierarchical regression was used to test this hypothesis, and results are 
presented in Table 8.  Residency Group was entered as step one. Results 
demonstrate that there was not a significant effect of residency group status on 
satisfaction over the 14 years [R
2
 = .05; F(1, 26) = 1.23; p =.28], in that residents 
did not have significantly different mean satisfaction than students that lived off-
campus during the 14 years of the study (b = -.03, t = -1.108, p = .28). Figure 2 
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provides a visual illustration of the mean differences between Residency Groups 
on satisfaction averaged across the 14 years of the study. 
For step 2, year of administration and the interaction of residency group 
and year were added to the model to determine how satisfaction varies for each 
residency group for each year. Overall, this model was significant [R
2
 = .29; F(2, 
24) = 3.27; p =.04], suggesting that were different trends for residency groups 
when accounting for year of survey and its interaction with residency group. 
Figure 3 provides an illustration of predicting differences in Group Residency 
satisfaction trends across time.  
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Table 8 
Study 2: Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Residency Group Satisfaction across time, accounting for pre and post intervention 
effects 
 
Step Predictors Β 
Total 
R
2
 
Adjusted 
R
2
 
ΔR2 F df 
Model 1  1.     Residency Group   -.03 .05 .01 .05 1.23 1, 26 
Model 2 
 
1.     Residency Group 
2.     Year of Administration  
        Year of Administration X Residency Group 
  -.08 
   .00 
   .01 
.29 .20 .25* 3.27 2, 24 
Model 3 
 
1.     Residency Group 
2.     Year of Administration  
        Year of Administration X Residency Group 
3.     Treatment 
  -.08 
   .00 
   .01 
  -.01 
.29 .17 .00 2.36 1, 23 
Model 4 
 
1.     Residency Group 
2.     Year of Administration  
        Year of Administration X Residency Group 
3.     Treatment  
4.     Posttreatment 
  -.07 
   .00 
   .01 
 -.10  
 .10* 
.44 .31 .15* 3.48 1, 22 
Note: n = 28; * p < .05 
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Figure 2. Predicting mean differences between Residency Groups on satisfaction averaged across the 14 years of the study 
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Figure 3. Predicting differences in Group Residency satisfaction trends across time 
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By adding these terms, an additional 25% of the variance in mean 
satisfaction was explained. In step 3, the treatment term was added to the model to 
determine the average intervention effect on mean satisfaction at the initiation 
year of the intervention. Results of the overall model suggest that treatment did 
not have an significant effect [R
2
 = .29; F(2, 23) = 2.36; p =.08] in that there was 
not a significant change in satisfaction means pre and post treatment (b  = -.01; t = 
-.20; p = .85). Figure 4 provides an illustration of predicting change in mean 
satisfaction for residency group pre and post intervention. 
Lastly, the post-treatment term was added to the model in step 4. 
Introducing the post treatment term into the model allows for direct testing of 
Study 2’s hypothesis by estimating the differences in slopes for residency groups 
before and after introduction of the competency model as an organizational 
development intervention. Results demonstrate that the overall model was 
significant [R
2
 = .44; F(1, 22) = 3.48; p =.02], and suggest that slopes differ for 
the residency groups before and after the intervention, which explains an 
additional 15% of variance in student satisfaction. Further, the change in slope 
was greater for the resident group than for the non-resident group during the post-
treatment years (b =.10; t = 2.43; p = .02), supporting the hypothesis for study 2 
that the competency model improved mean student satisfaction for the resident 
group beyond baseline trends and more than the comparison group that was not 
exposed to the organizational development intervention. Figure 5 provides an 
illustration of predicting change in satisfaction trends for residency group pre and 
post intervention. 
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Figure 4. Predicting change in mean satisfaction for residency group pre and post intervention 
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Figure 5. Predicting change in satisfaction trends for residency group pre and post intervention 
 
Note: Mean Student Satisfaction = 3.26 + -.07x1 + .004x2 + .006x1x2 + -.10x4 +.10x5 + e 
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Discussion (STUDY 2) 
Study 2 investigated whether implementing a competency model as an 
organizational development intervention to improve organizational performance 
had the intended effect for a Residential Education department in a large 
university.  More specifically, organizational performance was operationalized as 
student engagement, measuring the extent to which students rate their entire 
educational experience at the institution and the degree to which they would 
repeat their experience by returning to the same institution.    
The hypothesis predicted that for the years during the intervention, there 
would be a significant positive deviation of the student satisfaction mean from the 
baseline mean trend for post intervention years for residents (i.e., there would be a 
significant and positive change in slope at the year of intervention for residents), 
and this change in slope would be greater than the non-resident control group. A 
hierarchical regression was conducted to measure the impact of residency group, 
year of survey administration, treatment status and posttreatment status on student 
satisfaction across 14 years of the study.  Results of the hierarchical regression did 
indeed support the hypothesis in that there was significant and positive change in 
slope at the intervention year for residents, and that this change was greater than 
the change in slope for the non-equivalent control group from pre to post 
intervention years.   
As such, this study suggests that implementing a competency model to 
improve organization performance can have a positive and sustained effect for the 
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years following the intervention and provides the first empirical evidence 
supporting some of the claimed benefits of competency modeling to date (Dubois, 
1993; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Rahbar-Daniels, Erickson & Dalik, 2001; Stone 
et al., 2013).  While this study does not support all of the broad claims that 
proponents boast (Dubois, 1993; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Rahbar-Daniels, 
Erickson & Dalik, 2001; Stone et al., 2013), this study is the first to demonstrate 
that by implementing and integrating a competency modeling as a strategic 
human resource intervention, organization performance can be improved; thereby, 
extending and contributing to the competency modeling literature.  This research 
has thoughtful implications to the practice of competency modeling, as it has been 
widely applied as a strategic human resource initiative without published 
empirical evidence to lend support to the practice (Schuler & Jackson, 2005).   
Overall, this research supports the practice of competency modeling to 
improve organization performance, and results warrant further discussion. Of 
note, there was an observed drop in resident mean engagement at the first year of 
the intervention when the competency model was introduced. While surprising, 
the actual mean drop is only .10 and may be explained by natural variation in 
engagement or actual lower engagement due to the change intervention, as 
employees often react negatively to change due to uncertainty or role conflict 
(Seo & Hill, 2005).  Also, employee reactions to employment practices have been 
shown to influence customer service levels, suggesting that if an employee 
becomes disengaged due to organizational change his or her customer service 
may decline (Chaung & Liao, 2010). Negative staff perceptions to organizational 
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change could explain the decline in resident engagement observed during the year 
the intervention was introduced for Study 2. 
Also, results of this study suggest a delayed effect, possibly due to the 
strength of the intervention increasing overtime. In fact, the intervention effect 
was not observed at the first or second year of the invention but only for the third 
year, suggesting that the effects became stronger overtime. This may be explained 
due to the cascading design and increased strength of the invention as shown in 
Appendix I. More specifically, the intervention targeted the entry level positions 
within the department first and then was expanded to the leadership positions.  It 
is possible that the full strength of the effect was not realized until the entire 
department was exposed to the competency modeling practices of the 
intervention.  
Similarly, supervisors could have improved their coaching techniques with 
RAs overtime with practice or by observing best practice coaching behaviors 
from the interactions with their supervisors once their supervisors were exposed 
to the intervention.  This logic is aligned with many OD and change theories, as it 
is important to view the entire OD process as a series of events that have 
repercussions in regards to employee participation, reactions and learning. As 
such, the cascading effects of change across the larger organizational system and 
its interactions with the organizational environment could likely impact the degree 
of the effect across time (Cummings & Worley, 2009; Hannan, Polos & Carroll, 
2003; Weis & Croponzano, 1996), and should be taken into consideration in 
future design of research and practice. 
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Limitations & Future Research 
Some alternative explanations for these results and limitations of the study 
deserve mention. Despite the strengths of a CITS design, there are still possible 
threats to casual inference (Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002). First, while there 
is a comparison group that was not exposed to the intervention, it does not control 
for selection bias or historical threats.  For example, it is possible that students 
that chose to live on campus differ in important ways compared to students who 
chose to live off-campus. It is possible that these fundamental differences in 
student groups could have meaningful impact on engagement levels. While this is 
a possibility, it is an unlikely explanation given that at this university on-campus 
housing options are limited and in high-demand, meaning that not all students that 
want to live on campus have the opportunity, likely limiting the differences 
between these populations.  Further, these groups are likely vastly similar given 
that they are freshmen students attending the same university at the same time.  
As for historical threats, it is possible that Residential Education could 
have implemented other changes at the same time of the intervention, which could 
impact engagement for the resident group.  If so, this would be a potential 
confound to the present study and limit the casual inferences about the effect of 
the competency modeling intervention.  Of note, the department piloted a new 
programming model at the first year of the intervention and then implemented it 
campus wide the following year. The change to the programming model increased 
the number and type of programs provided to residents; thus, making it possible 
that the programming model could improve resident engagement during the time 
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of the intervention.  However, a primary component of the new programming 
model was a passive “lemonade stand” approach that exposed students to 
programming informally and without advanced notice. An open question revolves 
around the extent that these programs were isolated to residents versus the broader 
student population.  If it is the latter, it would likely impact the control group 
engagement in a similar manner, which was not observed in the present study.  
Either way, it is recommended that additional research be conducted with the 
department to see if resident engagement returns to baseline levels when the 
competency modeling practices were discontinued in 2014-2015, while the 
programming practices are still in effect to date.   
In terms of future research, it is recommended that the effectiveness of 
competency modeling interventions leverage within subjects repeated measures 
design to enable more advanced measurement modeling (i.e., hierarchical linear 
modeling). Additionally, researching organizations that have typical employment 
terms would be ideal, as the present study was conducted in an academic setting, 
where student employees are usually employed on an annual basis rather than 
over multiple years as in a typical employment model. Additionally, since this 
study leveraged archival data, it would be beneficial to design a study that could 
better measure organizational performance as this study was limited to student 
engagement, which represents only one of many facets of organizational 
performance. Also, it would be of interest to measure not only organizational 
performance but organizational climate and employee engagement given that 
organizational climate has been shown to influence organizational outcomes such 
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as market performance and customer loyalty, with employee perceptions and 
engagement playing a key role (Chaung & Liao, 2010; Salanova, Agut & Peiro´, 
2005). Lastly, while it is known which talent systems were impacted by the 
competency model intervention in this study (i.e., selection, training and 
performance), it is unclear which system enhancements (if any independently) 
had the most effect on organizational performance or if it was attributed to 
holistic integration of the competency model and enhancements across each 
system.  Given that competency modeling’s casual mechanisms in improving 
organizational performance are still not well understood or explained by the field, 
this area of study has much to explore and would continue to benefit from 
additional research to explain both how and why competency modeling may be 
effective in improving organization performance.  
Implications 
There are several important implications of this study for the field of I/O 
psychology.  First, the fundamental idea that competency modeling can enhance 
organizational performance has led to wide adoption and diverse practices applied 
in the field (Schuler & Jackson, 2005); however, before this study, no published 
empirical evidence existed to support the practice, exposing a large number of 
companies to risk and highlighting the importance of this research and need to 
leverage well-tested practices in design (Stone et al., 2013).  Competency 
modeling should be implemented with technically sound methods in order to 
enhance organizational outcomes, aligning with previous recommendations in the 
literature (Catano et al., 2007; Lievens et al., 2004; Schippmann et al., 2000).  
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More specifically, this study suggests that subject matter experts should deploy 
rigorous future-oriented job analytic methods to understand the entire 
performance domain, involve employees extensively in the creation and feedback 
process to enhance the design of the model and develop a model that enables 
organization-wide results sustainably. Additionally, great care should be taken in 
identifying and designing the competency model.  Specifically, this study 
followed the best practice recommendations of the field: 1) competencies are 
defined by KSAOs that describe how effective performance occurs as well as 
what effective performance is, while connecting employees to broader 
organizational goals and strategies, 2) competencies are internally consistent in 
that performance on one competency should not conflict with performance on 
another competency but reinforce each other in clear ways, 3) competencies 
predict and explain successful performance in a wide range of job domains, 4) 
competencies may inform judgments with respect to key outcomes (e.g., selection 
and compensation), and 5) competencies are compelling and promote thoughtful 
discussion about effective job performance beyond a list of KSAOs (Campion et 
al., 2010).  Thus, future research and practice should seek to replicate best 
practice in overall design and implementation to enable the best results. 
Further, this research lends support to the theory of competency modeling 
as an organization development intervention. Scholars often describe 
organizational development as being core to competency modeling, as 
competency modeling efforts often seek broad organizational change, focus on 
outcomes for employees and organizational effectiveness, are based on behavioral 
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science, built through adaptive and iterative processes, and include both 
development and implementation of the model (Campion et al., 2011; Cummings 
& Worley, 2009; Schippmann et al., 2010).  As an organizational development 
intervention, the competency model was developed with extensive involvement 
from the employees and stakeholders of the department, and ultimately the model 
informed the design of performance coaching tools that were implemented in a 
cascading manner across the organization over three years, illustrating a common 
application of organizational development and competency modeling applications 
to improve organizational performance (Catano et al., 2007; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 
2001; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; Posthuma & Campion, 2008; Martone, 2003).  
As such, this study suggests that implementing a competency model with well-
designed tools and with informed change management approach can improve 
organization performance and can have a positive and sustained effect for the 
years following the intervention. Overall, these results have important 
implications for future practice in competency modeling, especially if there is 
hope to replicate results in other organizations. 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
Competency modeling is a popular human resource practice but is not well 
researched by the field to support its wide use and broad application, warranting 
the need to empirically and critically examine proponents’ claims that 
competency modeling improves organizational performance (Dubois, 1993; Lucia 
& Lepsinger, 1999; Rahbar-Daniels et al., 2001; Stone et al., 2013).  This research 
aimed to address gaps in the competency modeling literature by examining 
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whether competency modeling can enhance organizational performance, given 
that it is estimated that 70–80% of Fortune 500 companies use some form of 
competency modeling within their talent management programs (Schuler & 
Jackson, 2005; Stone et al., 2013).   
An organization that implemented a competency model immediately after 
redefining their mission, vision, goals and values to reflect the departmental 
philosophy following reorganization served as the case study for this competency 
modeling research.  By implementing a competency model with well-designed 
tools and with an informed change management approach, the department could 
directly connect and explain employees’ roles and responsibilities as they relate to 
the overall department goals and philosophy (Campion et al., 2011; Shippmann et 
al., 2000).  Also, the competency model intervention aligned the personnel 
systems (i.e., selection, training and performance) to the organizational strategy, 
and according to theory, enabled employees to offer strategic value, especially 
when the talent strategy is integrated across the business (Becker & Huselid, 
2006; Schuler & Jackson, 2005). While most of the theories about competency 
modeling’ effectiveness are intuitively appealing, little has been done to research 
the impact of such techniques; however, this research presents some preliminary 
support.  
Overall, the results of this research provides the first published empirical 
evidence demonstrating that competency modeling can improve organization 
performance, and lend support to the theory and practice of competency modeling 
as an organization development initiative. Further, this study provides an example 
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of how competency modeling can be used to align and integrate talent systems to 
enhance and sustain organizational performance for the years following an 
intervention by enhancing performance coaching, selection and training systems.  
While initial results are promising (Dubois, 1993; Lucia & Lepsinger, 1999; 
Rahbar-Daniels, Erickson & Dalik, 2001; Stone et al., 2013), the causal 
mechanisms that are involved are still not understood by the field. There is still 
much to explore and benefits to realize by researching both how and why 
competency modeling may be effective in improving organization performance.  
Once the field better understands the causal mechanisms behind competency 
modeling’s effectiveness, efforts can be devoted to ensure the best practice and 
design of such interventions, as the field will be guided with vision and direction 
based on solid theory and empirical research, rather than popular, disparate and 
mostly proprietary based practice.  
As scientist practitioners, our work is inevitably ongoing and requires 
continued review and focused examination. The present research is one of many 
studies needed to establish competency modeling as an evidence-based practice, a 
concept that the field, and especially competency modeling, could greatly draw 
upon (Briner & Rousseau, 2011).  Despite the challenges in establishing 
competency modeling as an evidence-based practice, the field is now one step 
closer to doing so, but we still have a long way to go. 
 96 
References 
ACPA: College Student Educators International & NASPA − Student Affairs 
Administrators in Higher Education (2010). ACPA/NASPA professional 
competency areas for student affairs practitioners. Washington, DC: 
Authors. 
American Educational Research Association. (1999). Standards for educational 
and psychological testing. Washington, DC: American Educational 
Research Association. 
Argyris, C. (1991). Teaching smart people how to learn.  Harvard Business 
Review, 69(3). 99-109. 
Argyris, C., & Schon, D.  (1978). Organizational learning: A theory of action 
perspective.  Reading, Mass: Addison Wesley. 
Athey, T.R., & Orth, M.S. (1999). Emerging competency methods for the future. 
Human Resource Management, 38(3), 215-225. 
Austin, J.R., & Bartunek, J. M. (2012). Organization change and development: In 
practice and in theory. In N. Schmitt & S. Highhouse (Eds.), Handbook of 
Psychology, Vol. 12: 390 – 410. Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology. New York: Wiley. 
Austin, J. T., & Villanova, P.  (1992). The criterion problem: 1917-1992. Journal 
of Applied Psychology, 77(6), 836-874. 
Banta, T.W., Pike, G.R. & Hansen, M.J. (2009). The use of engagement data in 
accreditation, planning and assessment.  In R. M. Gonyea & G. D. Kuh 
(Eds.), Using NSSE in institutional research (new directions for 
 97 
institutional research series, no. 141, pp. 21–34). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass. 
Bartram, D. (2004). Assessment in organizations. Applied Psychology: An 
International Review, 53, 237-259. 
Bartram, D., Robertson, I. T., & Callinan, M. (2002). Introduction: A framework 
for examining organizational effectiveness. In I. T. Robertson, M. 
Callinan, & D. Bartram (Eds.), Organizational effectiveness: The role of 
psychology (pp. 1–10). Chichester, UK: Wiley. 
Bartunek, J.M. & Woodman, R.W.  (2015). Beyond Lewin: Toward a Temporal 
Approximation of Organization Development and Change. Annual Review 
of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 157-
182.  
Bean, J. P. (1980). Dropouts and turnover: The synthesis and test of a causal 
model of student attrition. Research in Higher Education, 12(2), 155-187. 
Bean, J.P., & Bradley, R. K. (1986). Untangling the satisfaction performance 
relationship for college students. Journal of Higher Education, 57(4), 393-
412. 
Bean J. P., & Vesper, N. (1994). Gender differences in college student 
satisfaction. Association for the Study of Higher Education Conference 
Paper, Tucson. 
Becker, B. E., & Huselid, M. A. (2010). SHRM and job design: Narrowing the 
divide. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 379-388. 
 98 
Biglan, A. Ary, D., & Wagenaar, A. C. (2000). The value of interrupted time-
series experiments for community intervention research. Prevention 
Science, 1, 31-49. 
Binning, J.F. & Barrett, G.V. (1989). Validity of Personnel Decisions: A 
Conceptual Analysis of the Inferential and Evidential Bases. Journal of 
Applied Psychology 74( 3), 478-494. 
Bloom, H. (2003). Using “Short” Interrupted Time-Series Analysis To Measure 
The Impacts Of Whole-School Reforms: With Applications to a Study of 
Accelerated Schools. Evaluation Review 27, 3-49. 
Bourgeois, I. J. (1984). Strategic Management and Determinism. Academy Of 
Management Review, 9(4), 586-596.  
Boyatzis, R.E. (1982). The competent manager: a model for effective 
performance. London: Wiley. 
Brannick, M.T., Levine, E.L., & Morgeson, F.P. (2007).  Job and work analysis. 
(2nd ed.).  Sage Publications.  ISBN 9781412937467 
Briner, R. B. & Rousseau, D. M. (2011). Evidence Based IO psychology: Not 
there yet. Industrial and Organizational Psychology 4(1), 3-22. 
Buford, J. A., & Lindner, J. R. (2002). Human resource management in local 
government: Concepts and applications for students and practitioners. 
Cinncinati, OH: Southwestern. 
Campbell, D. T., Stanley, J. C., & Gage, N. L. (1963). Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for research. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 
 99 
Campion, M. A., Fink, A. A., Ruggeberg, B. J., Carr, L., Phillips, G. M., & 
Odman, R. B. (2011). Doing competencies well: Best practices in 
competency modeling, Personnel Psychology, 64, 225–262. 
Cannon, M. D., & Whitherspoon, R. (2005). Actionable feedback: Unlocking the 
power of learning and performance improvement. Academy of 
Management, 19(2),  120-134. 
Catano, V.M., Darr W., & Campbell, C.A. (2007). Performance appraisal of 
behavior-based competencies: A reliable and valid procedure. Personnel 
Psychology, 60, 201–230. 
Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same content 
domain a different levels of analysis: A typology of composition models. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 234-246. 
Chaung, C. H. & Liao, H. (2010). Strategic human resource management in 
service context: Taking care of business by taking care of employees and 
customers. Personnel Psychology, 63, 153–196. 
Child, J. (1972). Organizational structure, environment and performance: the role 
of strategic choice. Sociology, 6, 2-22. 
Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159. 
Cook, K. W., & Bernthal, P. (1998). Job/role competency practices survey report. 
Bridgeville, PA: DDI. 
Cummings, T. G., & Worley, C. G. (2009). Organization development & change. 
Australia: South-Western/Cengage Learning. 
 100 
Dubois, D. D. (1993). Competency-based performance improvement: A strategy 
for organizational change Amherst, MA: HRD Press, Inc. 
Dubois, D., & Rothwell, W. (2004). Competency-Based or a Traditional 
Approach to Training?. T + D, 58, 4, 46-57. 
Flanagan J. C. (1954). The critical incident technique. Psychological Bulletin, 51, 
327–359. 
Fleishman, E.A., Wetrogan, L.I., Uhlman, C.E. & Marshall-Mies, J.C. (1995). In 
N. G. Perterson, M. D. Mumford, W. C. Borman, P.R. Jeanneret, & E. A. 
Fleishman (Eds.), Development of prototype occupational information 
network content model (Vol. 1, pp. 10.1-10.39). Utah: Utah Deparment of 
Employment Security (Contract Number 94-542). 
Gangani, N., McLean, G. N., & Braden, R. A. (2006). A competency-based 
human resources development strategy. Performance Improvement 
Quarterly, 19(1), 127-139 
Ghiselli, E. E. (1956). Differentiation of individuals in terms of their 
predictability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 40(6), 374-377. 
Green, P.C. (1999). Building robust competencies: Linking human resource 
systems to organizational strategies. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Guion, R. M. (1991). Personnel assessment, selection and placement. Palo Alto, 
CA: Consulting Psychological Press. 
Hannan, M. T., Polos, L., & Carroll, G. R. (2003). The fog of change: Opacity 
and asperity in organizations.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 48, 399-
432. 
 101 
Hauenstein, N.M.A. (1998). Training raters to increase the accuracy and 
usefulness of appraisals. In J. Smither (Ed.), Performance Appraisal: State 
of the Art in Practice, pp. 404-444. San Francisco: Josey Bass. 
Henson, R. M. (2012). Industrial-Organizational and Strategy Are Integrated in 
Practice! Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 5, 82-119. 
Howell, D. C. (2007). Statistical Methods for Psychology (6th ed.).Belmont, CA: 
Thompson Wadsworth. 
Isle, P. (1993), Achieving strategic coherence in HRD through competence-based 
management and organization development, Personnel Review, 22(6), 63–
80. 
Jones, T. W. (1995). Performance Management in a Changing Context: Monsanto 
Pioneers a competency-based development approach. Human Resource 
Management, 34(3), 425-443. 
Kirkpatrick, D. (1996). Revisiting Kirkpatrick’s four-level model. Training and 
Development, 1, 54-59. 
Kuh, G. D. (2009). The national survey of student engagement: Conceptual and 
empirical foundations. In R. M. Gonyea & G. D. Kuh (Eds.), Using NSSE 
in institutional research (new directions for institutional research series, 
no. 141, pp. 5–20). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Lado, A. A., Boyd, N. G., & Wright, P. (1992). A competency-based model of 
sustainable competitive advantage: Toward a conceptual integration. 
Journal of Management, 18(1), 77-91.  
 102 
Latham, G.P., Almost, J. Mann S. & Moore, C. (2005). New Developments in 
Performance Management. Organizational Dynamics, 34, 77-87. 
Lawler, E. (1994). From job-based to competency-based organizations. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 15, 3–15. 
Le Deist, F.D. & Winterton, J. (2005). What is competence? Human Resource 
Development International, 8(1), 27-46. 
Lenning, O. T.; Beal, P. E.; and Sauer, K. (1980). Retention and Attrition: 
Evidence for Action and Research. Boulder, CO: National Center for 
Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). 
Lievens, F., Sanchez, J. I., & De Corte, W. (2004). Easing the inferential leap in 
competency modeling: The effects of task-related information and subject 
matter expertise. Personnel Psychology, 57, 881–904 
Lucia, A. D., & Lepsinger, R. (1999). The art and science of competency models: 
Pinpointing critical success factors in organizations. New York: Pfeiffer. 
Macey, W. H., & Schneider, B. (2008). The meaning of employee engagement. 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology. 1(1), 3-30.  
Mansfield, R.S. (1996). Building competency models: Approaches for HR 
professionals. Human Resource Management, 35, 7–18. 
Martone, D. (2003). A guide to developing a competency-based performance-
management system. Employment Relations Today, 30, 23–32.  
McClelland, D. C. (1973). Testing for competence rather than for intelligence. 
American Psychologist, 28, 1-14. 
 103 
McLagan, P.A. (1980). Competency Models. Training and Development, 34(12) 
22-26. 
McLagan, P. A. (1997). Competencies: The Next Generation. Training and 
Development, 51(5), 40-47. 
Meriot, S. A. (2005). One or several models for competence descriptions: Does it 
matter? Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16, 285-292.  
Messick, S. (1995). Validity of psychological assessment. American 
Psychologist, 50, 741-749. 
Mirabile, R. J. (1997). Everything you wanted to know about competency 
modeling. Training and Development, 51, 73–77. 
Mondy, R.W., Noe, R.M., & Premeaux, S.R. (2002). Performance appraisal. In 
Human Resource Management, 8 ed. Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: 
Prentice Hall. 
Murphy, K.R. & Cleveland, J.N. (1995). Understanding performance appraisal: 
social, organizational and goal-based perspectives. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications Inc. 
Myers, N.D., Ahn, S., & Jin, Y. (2011). Sample Size and Power Estimates for a 
confirmatory factor analytical model in exercise and sport: a monte carlo 
approach. Research Quarterly for Exercise & Sport, 82(3), 412-423. 
Neuman, G. A., Edwards, J. E. & Raju, N. S. (1989). Organizational Development 
Interventions: A meta-analysis of their effects on satisfaction and other 
attitudes. Personnel Psychology, 42(3), 461-489. 
 104 
Nolan, P. (1998). Competencies drive decision-making. Nursing Management, 
29(3), 27-29. 
NSSE: National Survey of Student Engagement (2015). Item by item comparisons 
of original and updated NSSE. Bloomington, IN: Authors.  Retrieved 
from: http://nsse.indiana.edu/html/analysis_resources.cfm. 
Nunnally, J. C., (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Nunnally, J.C. & Bernstein, I.H. (1994). Psychometric Theory (3rd Ed). New 
York, NY: McGraw-Hill, INC. 
Olesen, C., White D, Lemmer, I. (2007). Career models and culture change at 
Microsoft. Organization Development Journal, 25, 31–36. 
Parry, S. B. (1996). The quest for competencies. Training, 33, 48–54. 
Pett, M. A., Lackey, N. R. & Sullivan, J. J. (2003). Making sense of factor 
analysis: The use of factor analysis for instrument development in health 
care research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 
Pike, G. R. (1991). Dimensions of Academic Growth and Development During 
College: Using Alumni Reports to Evaluate Education Programs. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the Student of 
Higher Education, Boston, MA.  
Pike, G. R. (1993). The Relationship Between Perceived Learning and 
Satisfaction With College: An Alternative View. Research in Higher 
Education, 34(1): 23-40. 
 105 
Posthuma, R.A., & Campion, M.A. (2008). Twenty best practices for just 
employee performance reviews. Compensation and Benefits Review, 40, 
47–55. 
Prahalad, C.K. & Hamel, G. (1990). The core competence of the corporation. 
Harvard Business Review, 68(3), 79-91. 
Pulakos, E., Hanson, R.M., Arad, S., & Moye, N. (2015). Performance 
Management Can Be Fixed: An On-the-Job Experiential Learning 
Approach for Complex Behavior Change. Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology, 8(1),51–76.  
Rahbar-Daniels, D. R., Erickson, M. L., & Dalik, A. (2001). Here to stay–taking 
competencies to the next level. WorkatWork Journal, 10(1), 70-77. 
Rodriguez, D., Patel, R., Bright, A., Gregory, D., & Gowing, M. K. (2002). 
Developing competency models to promote integrated human resource 
practices [Special issue: Human resources management in the public 
sector]. Human Resource Management, 41(3), 309-324. 
Rothwell, W. J., & Lindholm, J. E. (1999). Competency identification, modelling 
and assessment in the USA. International Journal of Training & 
Development, 3(2), 90-105. 
Rothwell, W., Prescott, R., & Taylor, M. (1998). The strategic human resource 
leader: How to prepare your organization for the six key trends shaping 
the future. Palo Alto, CA: Davies-Black Publishing. 
 106 
Sackett, P. R., & Laczo, R. M. (2003). Job and work analysis. In W. C. Borman, 
D. R. Ilgen, & R. J. Klimoski (Eds.), Handbook of psychology (Vol. 12, 
pp. 21-37). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 
Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peiró, J. M. (2005). Linking Organizational Resources 
and Work Engagement to Employee Performance and Customer Loyalty: 
The Mediation of Service Climate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 
1217-1227. 
Sanchez, J. I., & Levine, E. L. (2009). What is (or should be) the difference 
between competency modeling and traditional job analysis? Human 
Resource Management Review, 19, 53– 63. 
Sanchez, J. I., & Levine, E. L. (2012). The rise and fall of job analysis and the 
future of work analysis. Annual Review of Psychology, 63, 397-425. 
Schein, E. H. (1993a). How Can Organizations Learn Faster? The Challenge of 
Entering the Green Room. Sloan Management Review, 34, 2, 85. 
Schein, E. H. (1993b). On dialogue, culture, and organizational learning. 
Organizational Dynamics, 22, 2, 40. 
Schuler, R .S. & Jackson, S. E. (1999): Strategic human resource management: A 
reader. London: Blackwell. 
Schuler, R.S., & Jackson, S.E. (2005). A Quarter – Century Review of Human 
Resource Management in the U.S.: The Growth in Importance of the 
International Perspective. Management Review, 16, 1-25 
Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2004). A beginner's guide to structural 
equation modeling. Mahwah, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 107 
Schwartz, P. (1991). The art of the long view. New York, NY: Doubleday. 
Scullen, S.E., Mount, M.K., & Judge, T.A. (2003). Evidence of the construct 
validity of developmental ratings of managerial performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 88(1), 50-66. 
Senge, P. M. (1992). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning 
organization. Milsons Point, N.S.W: Random House Australia. 
 
Seo, M.G. & Hill, N.S. (2005). Understanding the human side of merger and 
acquisition: An integrative framework. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 
Science, 41, 422-443. 
Shadish, W. R., Cook, T. D., & Campbell, D. T. (2002). Experimental and quasi-
experimental designs for generalized causal inference. Boston, MA: 
Houghton Mifflin. 
Shippmann, J.S., (1999). Strategic job modeling. Working at the core of 
integrated human resources. Mahwah. NJ: Erlbaum. 
Shippmann, J.S., (2010). Competencies, job analysis, and the next generation of 
modeling. Handbook of Workplace Assessment (pp. 197-231). San 
Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons. 
Shippmann, J. S., Ash, R. A., Battista, M., Carr, L., Eyde, L. D., Hesketh, B., 
Keyhoe, J., Pearlman, K., Prien, E. P., & Sanchez, J. I. (2000). The 
practice of competency modeling. Personnel Psychology, 53, 703-740. 
Singh, P. (2008). Job is for a changing workplace. Human Resource Management 
Review, 18(2), 87-99. 
 108 
Sliter, K. A. (2015). Assessing 21
st
 Century Skills: Competency Modeling to the 
Rescue. Industrial Organizational Psychology. 8(2), 284-289. 
Smircich, L., & Stubbart, C. (1985). Strategic Management in an Enacted World. 
Academy of Management Review, 10(4), 724-736. 
Snijders, T., & Bosker, R. J. (1999). Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic 
and advanced multilevel analysis. London: Sage. 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Inc. (2003). Principles for 
the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures (4th ed). 
Bowling Green, OH: Author. 
Solderquist, K. E., Papalexandris, A., Ioannou, G., & Prastacos, G. (2010). From 
task-based to competency-based: A typology and process supporting a 
critical HRM transition. Personnel Review, 39, 325-346. 
Somers, A.M., Zhu, P.,  Jacob, R.T., & Bloom, H. (2013). The Validity and 
Precision of the Comparative Interrupted Time Series Design and the 
Difference-in-Difference Design in Educational Evaluation. Retrieved 
from MDRC website 
http://www.mdrc.org/sites/default/files/validity_precision_comparative_in
terrupted_time_series_design.pdf  
Spencer, L. M., & Spencer, S.M. (1993). Competence at Work: Models for 
Superior Performance. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 
Spencer, L. M., McClelland, D. C., & Spencer, S. (1994). Competency 
assessment methods: History and state of the art. Boston, MA: Hay-
McBer. 
 109 
Stevens, G. W. (2013). A Critical Review of the Science and Practice of 
Competency Modeling. Human Resource Development Review, 12(1), 86-
107. 
Stone, T. H., Webster, B. D. & Schoonover, S. (2013). What do we know about 
competency modeling? International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 
21(3), 334-338. 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using Multivariate Statistics (5th 
ed.).Boston: Pearson. 
Taylor, R. L.,  & Adams, G. L. (1982). A review of single-subject methodologies 
in applied settings.  Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 18, 95-103. 
Tenopyr, M. (1977). Content-Construct Confusion. Personnel Psychology, 30( 1), 
47-54. 
Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student 
attrition (1st Ed.). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Velicer, W.F., & Harrop, J. (1983). The reliability and accuracy of time series 
model identification. Evaluation Review, 7, 551-560.  
Viswesvaran, C., & Ones, D. S. (2000). Perspectives on models of job 
performance. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 8(4), 
216-226. 
Viswesvaran, C., Schmidt, F. L., & Ones, D. S. (2002). The moderating influence 
of job performance dimensions on convergence of supervisory and peer 
ratings of job performance: Unconfounding construct-level convergence 
and rating difficulty. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 345–354. 
 110 
Viswesvaran, C., Schmidt, F.L. & Ones, D.S. (2005). Is there a general factor in 
ratings of job performance? A meta-analytic framework for disentangling 
substantive and error influences. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 108–
131. 
Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical 
discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of affective 
experiences at work. Research in Organizational Behavior 18, 1-74. 
Wolf, E. J., Harrington, K. M., Clark, S. L., & Miller, M. W. (2013). Sample size 
requirements for structural equation models an evaluation of power, bias, 
and solution propriety. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 
73(6), 913-934. 
Wolfe, K. C. (2008). The quest for competence: A confirmatory factor analytic 
approach to examining the measurement equivalence of a competency-
based performance assessment instrument (Order No. 3343414). 
Available from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. (304604091).  
Woodruffe, C. (1993). What is meant by a competency? Leadership and 
Organizational Development Journal, 14(1), 29-36. 
Zingheim, P. K., Ledford, G. E., & Schuster, J. R. (1996). Competencies and 
competency models: Does one size fit all? American Compensation 
Association Journal, 5, 56–65. 
  
 111 
Appendix A 
Residential Education Technical Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
      
Residential Education Organizational Consulting Project 
The Year in Review 
 
 112 
Executive Summary 
 A revised mission and vision are proposed to align with national and 
university standards and be representative of the department’s philosophy.  
 A revised set of departmental goals representing both students and the 
department are proposed. 
 New departmental values are introduced to reflect the department’s 
philosophy. 
 A competency model called PILLAR is introduced that is conceptually 
linked to the proposed values and behaviorally linked to the available job 
descriptions. 
 An evaluation plan is recommended for all of the proposed departmental 
changes and revisions. Specific measures were provided. 
 Recommended Next Steps for Residential Education are provided. 
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Project Overview 
This project’s objective was to assist the Department of Residential Education 
in evaluating their current mission, vision and goals, as there was a departmental 
concern that their mission statement, vision and goals did not accurately represent 
their institutional philosophies. As such, the Department of Residential Education 
and Department of Psychology collaborated to engage in an internal review of 
their stated organizational philosophies and objectives. Using qualified graduate 
students from the Industrial and Organizational Psychology Doctoral Program to 
conduct the evaluation, a yearlong collaboration between departments ensued to 
meet four main objectives:  
5) Review and modify the current departmental mission, vision and goals 
statements with input from key stakeholders in order to more accurately 
reflect and ensure alignment of the departmental philosophy and 
objectives. This was done through interviews and focus groups with 
Residential Education employees, students, constituents and 
benchmarking with best practices in the field.  
 
6) Identify and document Residential Education organizational core values 
with input from key stakeholders to improve communication and 
integration of the departmental values throughout organizational activities 
and personnel practices. 
 
7) Demonstrate how the core values may “come to life” at different jobs 
within Residential Education by integrating job description and 
competency analysis approaches, while aligning competencies with 
professional standards and best practices. 
 
8) Create specific suggestions for how personnel practices (e.g., training, 
selection, evaluation, and performance appraisal) can more strategically 
include the Residential Education’s mission, vision, goals and core values 
through the implementation of the new competency model. 
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This report outlines the specific results and methods for addressing the 
above stated objectives. In addition, recommendations and illustrations for 
implementation and integration of deliverables as well as proposed methods for 
evaluating effectiveness are detailed. 
Phase 1 – Mission, Vision, and Departmental Goals 
Goal. Consultants were engaged to evaluate the Residential Education’s 
mission, vision, and departmental goals as found in the official organizational 
documents.  The consultants were tasked with determining whether the current 
mission, vision, and departmental goals adequately reflected those of Residential 
Education and were appropriately aligned with DePaul’s philosophy and national 
residential standards; if they did not, the consultants were to revise the mission, 
vision and departmental goals with input from staff members. 
Method. A series of interviews were conducted from October through 
December 2009 to incorporate the perspectives and opinions of a variety of 
Residential Education stakeholders and collaborating departments.  Interview 
protocols were developed that had a structured set of questions that were asked 
across interview sessions as well as a subset of questions tailored to each 
interview session participant(s). The groups and individuals interviewed were: 
 Associate Vice President of Student Development  
 Residential Education Director 
 Assistant Director for Outreach and Student Success 
 Assistant Director for Selection and Training  
 Residential Education Administrative Office Assistant  
 Dean of Students  
 Public Safety Representatives  
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 Housing Services Representatives  
 Director of University Counseling Services  
 Residence Directors (n = 6) 
 Resident Assistants (n = 9) 
 Student Judicial Board (n = 4) 
 Residence Hall Council (n = 10) 
Each interview was documented through detailed note-taking and audio-
recording. After all interviews had been conducted, a theme analysis was 
conducted by the consultants through thoroughly reviewing all of the notes for the 
interviews. Once a list of themes had been created, the consultants independently 
re-analyzed the interview notes and coded responses to the interview questions for 
resulting themes; consultants then came together to form a consensus for the 
prevalence of themes in the interviews.  This process allowed for a loosely 
quantitative analysis of themes that emerged from the interviews that could direct 
revisions of the mission, vision, and departmental goals.   
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Deliverable.  The consultants agreed that the mission, vision, and 
departmental goals needed modification to be more representative of the 
Department of Residential Education, and to improve alignment with university 
and national standards.  The revisions follow: 
Mission: The purpose behind Residential Education. Through our 
passion and dedication, we identify and respond to student needs.  We 
devote our time, talent and resources to build a relational, residential 
community where students are encouraged to explore, learn and develop 
holistically.  
Vision: What Residential Education hopes to accomplish through 
the mission. We strive to transform students into responsible adults who 
desire to make decisions out of respect for themselves and others. We 
aspire for these adults to always pursue excellence, welcome diverse 
perspectives, and proactively contribute to their university and 
community.  
Departmental Goals.  Outcomes that Residential Education seek to 
support through the mission and vision. 
   Desired Student Outcomes. 
 Enhanced self-understanding and appreciation 
 Enhanced appreciation for others’ experiences and 
perspectives 
 Increased responsible decision-making  
 Enhanced participation in and affinity for the 
communities in which they live 
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Desired Department Outcomes 
 Safe and social residence halls that facilitate 
learning beyond the classroom  
 Collaborative, engaged relationships with others  
 Culture of employee appreciation, development and 
growth 
The revisions resulting from Phase 1 more accurately reflect the 
perception and reality of Residential Education as defined through invested 
stakeholders and collaborating departments.  These revisions were developed in 
consultation with CAS and ACUHO-I publications to align with national 
standards. Additionally, they were written to align with University values and 
initiatives, specifically the University Vision 2012.  The revised mission, vision, 
and departmental goals should help Residential Education moving forward when 
considering initiatives, selecting and training employees, and educating students 
about its purpose by providing a unified, qualitatively-driven (i.e., constructed 
through comprehensive interviews and examination of organizational and industry 
literature) departmental philosophy.  
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Phase 2 – Values 
Goal.  After revising the departmental mission, vision and goals, the 
consultants set out to identify the core values of Residential Education to 
document and communicate the organizational philosophy and culture, as well as 
ensure that departmental values can be integrated into personnel practices. 
Method.  The consultants independently conducted a theme analysis by 
thoroughly reviewing all notes from the interviews conducted in Phase 1 to 
identify the core values of the Residential Education. Once a comprehensive list 
of themes had been created regarding institutional values, the consultants reached 
consensus through discussion of the emergent themes.  This process allowed for a 
loosely quantitative analysis of themes through identifying the most prevalent and 
critical values communicated from within members and constituencies of the 
department.  Lastly, when documenting the core values, consultants reviewed and 
ensured alignment with university and industry philosophies. 
Deliverable.  The consultants identified the core values of the Department 
of Residential Education.  Upon review and approval from key stakeholders, the 
core values are documented in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. The Department of Residential Education values: 
The Department of Residential Education values: 
Wellness 
The safety of our residents and staff through our commitment 
to safe residence halls and facilities, and encouragement of 
healthy decisions. 
Connections 
Our relationships with students and others, through building 
connections, creating cohesive residential communities, and 
collaborating to better serve students and staff.  
Development 
Developing oneself personally and professionally through 
learning at home, work and school. 
Excellence 
Striving for continuous improvement through the pursuit of 
excellence in all activities and relationships. 
Responsibility 
Discipline, responsibility and accountability to oneself and 
others in the community and organization. 
Service (to 
Others) 
Inspiring others to lead and serve the community in which 
they live and operate. 
Respect 
The uniqueness and diversity of others; we strive to help 
others gain understanding of, remain open to and respect 
themselves and others for their individuality. 
 
 
Upon formal documentation, these core values can be communicated to 
the Department of Residential Education’s personnel and other stakeholders, as 
well as integrated throughout personnel practices to ensure alignment with 
department’s mission, vision, values and departmental goals in all organizational 
activities. 
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Phase 3 – Competency Model 
Goal.  Now that Residential Education has newly identified mission, 
vision, goals and values statements that accurately reflect the departmental 
philosophy, the consultants developed a competency model that is comprised of a 
meaningful aggregate of value and mission driven workforce characteristics 
(comprised of knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics) that 
individuals must exhibit to successfully perform their jobs and organizational 
roles.  By implementing a competency model, the department can directly link 
employees’ roles and responsibilities to the overall philosophy of Residential 
Education to align all personnel practices and organizational activities to fulfill 
the departmental mission, vision, and departmental goals while embodying the 
foundational values.  
Method.  To demonstrate how the core values of Residential Education 
may “come to life” within different jobs in the department, the consultants 
employed multiple human resources methods to develop the competency model. 
First, the consultants reviewed organizational documents pertaining to each job 
within the department to develop an understanding of the scope of each role. 
Next, the consultants surveyed employees at all levels within the department to 
determine the accuracy of each role’s job description.  The survey and recruitment 
email for the position description studies are presented in Appendix B.  
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Overall results of the survey suggested that all job descriptions represented 
the main duties and responsibilities for each position
1
; thus, the consultants could 
proceed with developing the competency model using the current job descriptions 
and other organizational documents. The consultants developed a competency 
model that reflected competencies that were applicable to all members of the 
Department of Residential Education (student staff included) and that were 
aligned with the Professional Competency Areas for Student Affairs Practitioners 
identified by national associations’ standards (ACPA & NASPA).  This involved 
adapting the professional competencies to include KSAOs relevant to student staff 
and specific to the University. Next, the core values of Residential Education 
documented in Phase 2 were linked to their corresponding departmental 
competencies as shown below.  
 
Key:  
                                                        
2 85% respondents feel that their job description accurately represents their position. However, 
results suggest that the Director of Residential Education’s position description should be updated 
to better reflect the position, as the responsibilities and duties of the role may have changed over 
time. 
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Deliverable.  Through multiple approaches detailed above, a competency 
model for all Residential Education employees that is aligned with professional 
standards and best practices was created to integrate the core values of the 
department into organizational practices. The resulting model is articulated below 
and illustrated in Figure 7:  
Competency Model.  Competencies are a collection of knowledge, skills, 
abilities and other characteristics (KSAOs) necessary to successfully perform 
Residential Education employees’ job duties and help fulfill its mission, vision, 
goals and values. Residential Education’s competencies address specific KSAOs 
related to each of the following: 
Professionalism. Being accountable for work role responsibilities, 
following through with professional commitments, supporting ResEd initiatives, 
and striving for continuous personal and organizational improvement. This is 
necessary to accomplish one’s job duties while meeting all standards of ethics and 
excellence. 
Inclusion and Diversity. Building a community that is enriched with 
diverse views and people of varied backgrounds, races, cultures, and beliefs. This 
is necessary to promote respect and appreciation for individuality and diversity. 
Leadership. Envisioning, planning, effecting change within individuals 
and groups, and identifying and responding to needs within Residential Education 
and the community. This is necessary to fulfill Residential Education’s mission, 
vision and departmental goals. 
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Learning and Development. Applying best practices, concepts and 
principles of the profession and work role, including rigorous assessment of 
organizational initiatives and goals. This is necessary to encourage the holistic 
development of students and Residential Education professionals, and guide 
evidenced-based decision making. 
Advising and Mentoring.  Providing counseling and advising support, 
direction, feedback, referral, and guidance to individuals and groups. This is 
necessary to encourage healthy, safe, and community-minded decision making 
among students. 
Readiness.  Maintaining personal health and wellness, being self-
reflective, passionate for the welfare of others, comfortable with ambiguity, and 
adaptable. This is necessary to prepare oneself for the demands of the work role, 
Residential Education, and its constituents. 
 
Figure 7. Graphic Display of PILLAR Competency Model 
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Integration. The proposed competency model can be used to articulate the 
alignment of the core PILLAR competencies to the overall mission, vision, values 
and goals of Residential Education. Every job description was evaluated and each 
duty/responsibility for each position was mapped onto the competency model 
framework. Now, employees can recognize how they are helping Residential 
Education fulfill the overall mission and values of Residential Education through 
performance of their individual job responsibilities. This articulation process can 
strengthen Residential Education’s ability to communicate the importance of their 
foundational mission, vision, values and goals through employees’ activities.  
For each organizational role, we encourage Residential Education to 
conduct position studies (through consensus of subject matter experts, such as 
current position holders or supervisors) to identify the critical behaviors that are 
necessary to perform each job within each competency, while determining what 
specific behaviors “exceeds expectations,” “meets expectations” or would be 
“below expectations.”  The results of these position analyses will create a rubric 
that Residential Education can use to evaluate PILLAR performance in the future.  
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For example, under the Learning and Development competency, what 
does “counseling and advising support” mean for a Resident Assistant compared 
to a Residence Director? Within this competency, what behaviors must employees 
exhibit to exceed/ meet/ perform below expectations for each position? By 
determining what critical behaviors represent each competency within each level 
of the organization, Residential Education can more effectively design and 
evaluate their personnel systems to better train, select, coach and assess 
employees on the PILLARs of Residential Education.  
Implementation. To fully implement the model, each personnel practice 
should be evaluated to determine how the competency model can be reflected 
within each system. Additionally, the PILLARs provide a framework for 
identifying gaps in current systems that should be addressed to ensure that 
Residential Education’s mission, vision, values and goals are being fulfilled by 
organizational initiatives.  Recommendations on how to implement the 
competency model into current human resource practices are summarized below:  
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Selection. All interview guides and selection processes can be designed to 
address each of the PILLARs. Once critical behaviors for each position are 
identified, questions can be developed to assess candidate’s performance on each 
competency. Current guides can be evaluated and restructured to fit into the 
PILLAR framework.  Also, gaps can be identified to ensure each competency area 
is addressed by the selection tool. A sample of how the RA interview guide can be 
modified is appended at the end of this technical report. Again, we recommend 
that key behaviors be determined through position studies to determine what 
behaviors should be used to predict candidates’ success on the job but there is 
likely room for some immediate changes.  
Training. The consultants encourage a holistic approach to designing 
training for each job. All training modules and materials can be sorted into the 
PILLAR framework.  When training employees, it would be valuable to inform 
trainees how each training session addresses one or several of the competencies.  
Providing this framework can help employees develop an understanding of how 
each competency area and job responsibility fits into the larger goals of 
Residential Education, while training them on the specific competencies that are 
required to fulfill their job responsibilities.  
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Performance Appraisal (Development Only): While there are limitations 
to working within a larger University system (as one cannot modify formal 
performance evaluations) the consultants encourage Residential Education to 
develop a performance evaluation system that is used only for developmental 
purposes.  Once critical behaviors for each competency are identified, assessment 
tools can be created for each position to identify an individual’s performance on 
the PILLARs and then provide specific and actionable advice for each 
competency on how they can improve to reach the next level of performance (all 
while helping Residential Education fulfill their mission). Additionally, long-term 
developmental planning should be emphasized under the Learning and 
Development Competency to help identify an individual’s career aspirations and 
determine specific steps to help them reach their professional goals.  
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Evaluation of Deliverables  
Evaluating organizational initiatives, such as changing departmental goals 
and/or introducing a competency model, are important for organizational 
effectiveness. An initiative that looks excellent on paper might not turn out to 
work so well for a specific organization. Residential Education is encouraged to 
evaluate the proposed mission, vision, departmental goals, values and PILLAR 
competency model.  The consultants recommend following Kirkpatrick’s model 
for organizational initiative evaluation (Kirkpatrick, 1996). This model includes 
four levels of evaluation: reactions, learning, behavior, and results. 
Because most of the changes introduced this year are more cultural and 
philosophical in nature, the evaluation of organizational members’ reactions to the 
changes and introductions made by the consulting team are very appropriate. 
These reaction measures should provide an indication as to the acceptance and 
relevance of the mission, vision, departmental goals, values and the PILLAR 
model. An example of a measure that can be used for this task is provided.  If 
organizational members are dissatisfied with any of these implementations, 
Residential Education should become informed relatively quickly and begin to 
examine why such dissatisfaction exists.  
Evaluating the extent to which important information introduced this year 
learned by those within and outside of Residential Education is also applicable. In 
addition to the perceptions measure, a learning measure is provided; this measure 
can help inform Residential Education the extent to which organizational 
stakeholders are internalizing the mission, vision, departmental goals, values and 
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the PILLAR model. If organizational members have a difficult time recalling this 
information, then perhaps the criticality of the organizational initiatives is being 
underemphasized, or it is not being used to guide the department to the best extent 
possible.  Overall, the two provided measures should help Residential Education 
assess the reactions to and internalization of this year’s organizational 
implementations. 
Evaluating organizational members on the occurrence of appropriate and 
desired behaviors is a good way to evaluate the application and utility of the 
PILLAR model. Once the PILLARs are fully integrated into Residential 
Education and behaviors of each PILLAR have been defined across job, 
Residential Education can then ensure that all organizational members are 
displaying the PILLAR behaviors to an adequate degree. This recommendation is 
best used in conjunction with the implementation of a developmental performance 
appraisal.  
The final level of evaluation for organizational initiatives is that of results. 
Traditionally, results are measured by assessing organizational financial 
performance following the introduction of an initiative, such as a selection 
process. It is recommended that in place of financial performance, Residential 
Education evaluate the results of the organizational initiatives by rigorously 
measuring the department’s level of success at meeting its departmental goals. As 
these goals were constructed in conjunction with the department’s overall mission 
and vision, these goals can be considered the final results in which Residential 
Education measures success (since through the mission, vision and organizational 
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initiatives the department should achieve their goals). The extent to which these 
goals are satisfactorily met, however, is defined by Residential Education, and can 
be considered an indication of the success of the proposed initiatives. 
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Next Steps 
Based on the information detailed in this report, the following is a succinct list of 
next steps that Residential Education can take in its continuing efforts at 
departmental development and improvement: 
 Integrate the proposed mission, vision, departmental goals, values and 
competency model into official organizational literature and discourse, 
including all personnel systems as soon as feasible. 
 Develop sound evaluation measures and methods to be used to assess the 
level of success at meeting the proposed departmental goals. This can also 
serve as an evaluation for the proposed changes as a whole. 
 Evaluate existing personnel systems (i.e., selection, performance appraisal, 
and training) to ensure that the PILLAR model is adequately represented 
within them. If this is not the case, make any necessary revisions to ensure 
PILLAR coverage. 
 Develop a rubric for the PILLAR model that specifies behaviors that 
exceed, meet, and are below departmental expectations for each 
competency in each position. This will help leverage the PILLAR model 
across the organization in a specific and relevant developmental manner. 
Also, this will enable behavioral evaluation of the PILLAR model. 
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 Evaluate the reactions to and learning of the proposed changes using the 
measures provided. It is recommended this be done annually for to track 
any changes or trends that occur over time and evaluate them if needed. 
 
Conclusion  
Residential Education sought to re-align its mission and vision with 
national and university standards in a way that best represented the realities and 
philosophy of the department. The consultants delivered on this goal through a 
series of interviews and examination of national standards. In addition, revised 
departmental goals and values were proposed that complemented the mission and 
vision. Finally, a competency model was developed that is conceptually linked to 
the greater mission, vision and values, and behaviorally linked to the individual 
position descriptions. The information provided over the course of the year, and in 
this report, should help serve Residential Education moving forward. 
 
  
 133 
ResEd Technical Report: Consultant Qualifications 
Sam Young.  
Sam is a third year Ph.D. candidate in the Industrial and Organizational 
program at DePaul University. Sam graduated summa cum laude from Trevecca 
Nazarene University with a Bachelor of Arts degree in Psychology, and recently 
received his Master of Arts degree, with distinction, in Industrial and 
Organizational psychology from DePaul University. He is currently working as a 
research consultant for CareerBuilder's talent intelligence consulting branch, 
Personified, Inc. and also has experience working in employee assessment centers 
for United Airlines. 
Sarah Haynes .  
Sarah is a third year Ph.D. candidate in the Industrial and Organizational 
program at DePaul University.  Sarah graduated from Oklahoma State University 
in 2007 with honors degrees in both Management and Psychology, where she 
received the Kenny Gallagher Award (an award given to the top graduating senior 
in the College of Arts and Sciences).  Recently, Sarah achieved her Masters of 
Arts degree in I/O Psychology with distinction at DePaul University. Her applied 
work has ranged from validation and assessment of management practices to 
organizational development and change initiatives in public, private, and 
government agencies.  Her experience includes designing and evaluating 
personnel practices including training, selection and performance appraisal 
systems.   
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ResEd Technical Report: Interview Protocols 
Introduction 
Hello. Introduce ourselves….. 
We are an organizational consulting team from the Industrial 
Organizational Program at DePaul University, and today we are conducting this 
[focus group/interview] to help us identify and develop a new mission and new 
core values for the department of Residential Education so they can best serve 
DePaul University’s community of students, staff, and faculty.   
As a part of this process, we would like to discuss your ideas and 
relationships regarding the Department of Residential Education.  When 
answering our questions, please feel free to respond based on your personal 
opinion or observations, and what you have gathered about the general opinions 
of others. There may be times during the focus groups that we move the session 
on to another question. We want to make sure we get your opinions on all of the 
topics we are interested in. Feel free to jot down some comments and let us know 
later if you think of something important, but didn’t get a chance to say it: 
Today, we will be recording our conversations strictly for note taking 
purposes. All findings will be reported at the aggregate level so any comments 
that you make will not be connected to you personally (excluding single 
interviews?).  
Do you have any questions before we begin?  
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Residential Education Management and Directors 
Mission and Values 
1. What does ResEd mean to you? 
2. What does ResEd mean to others (i.e., students, faculty, staff, etc…)? 
3. In your opinion, what are ResEd’s primary values? 
a. How do you embody those values day-to-day in your position? 
Examples? 
4. In your opinion, what is the purpose of ResEd? 
5. What does DePaul’s Vision 2012 mean to you (don’t list them)? 
a. How is ResEd Supporting and embodying this vision, if at all? 
Personal and Professional Development 
6. What skills has ResEd helped you develop? (get examples) 
a. Probe for leadership 
7. How has ResEd contributed to your personal and professional 
development?  
a. Probe: How has ResEd helped you develop your spirituality/self-
understanding/respect for others?  
b. Probe: What emphasis, if any, is placed on self-set goals? Have 
you set any personal goals due in part to ResEd? 
Learning Outcomes and Impact on Students 
8. What do you hope to see as an outcome of ResEd’s influences? 
9. What skills do you observe ResEd developing in students? How do you 
help students develop them?  
10. What does "socially responsible leadership" mean to you? How does 
ResEd facilitate this? How is ResEd doing in this with students? 
11. What impact does ResEd have on student's choices and experiences with 
drugs, sexuality, and alcohol? 
12. What services exist for students struggling in school, either academically 
or with substances? What do these look like? 
13. What do you think about the programming ResEd provides? Probes - is it 
enough, do you go, are they useful? What would you change? 
14. How would you describe ResEd’s interactions with residents? 
a. Probe: How do you encourage others to respect individuals and 
their opinions/beliefs, regardless of personal differences?  
b. Probe: How do you promote an inclusive environment?  
15. Do you feel ResEd fosters a sense of belonging and connectedness to the 
community? Res hall community? DePaul community? Neighborhood? 
c. Probe: In what ways does ResEd promote a service orientation?  
16. What services and resources are provided for non-traditional students (i.e., 
off-campus, evening…)? 
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Structure 
17. How important are the CAS standard to you and your job? 
a. How is your job impacted by the CAS standards? 
b. In your opinion, how effective is ResEd at meeting these 
standards? 
18. Are ResEd management practices and activities helping you accomplish 
the departmental mission and goals? 
19. Do you feel you have the resourced needed to fulfill ResEd’s mission, 
goals and learning outcomes? 
 
Conclusion 
20. What do you think ResEd should be striving to accomplish?  
21. Get reactions to mission Statement - [We connect students with learning 
opportunities in an academic, residential community] - What is your 
reaction to this? What are the strengths? What are the shortcomings? What 
would you change? 
22. Get reactions to Vision - [Through our connections with students and 
others, we support the University’s Vincentian values. We devote our time, 
talent and resources to the pursuit of academic excellence, respect for 
diversity and civic responsibility] 
23. Get reactions to learning outcomes - [The Department of Residential 
Education seeks to provide our students the opportunity to achieve growth 
and development by: 
 Enhancing students' respect and appreciation for themselves and 
one another; 
 Assisting students in making healthy and responsible choices in 
relation to alcohol, drugs, sexuality and wellness; 
 Increasing the academic learning potential of students; 
 Engaging collaboratively with other faculty, staff, students and the 
broader community.] 
Other questions if time allows: 
 How would you describe the typical ResED employee? 
 How does that differ from the ideal ResED employee? 
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Residential Education Support Staff 
Mission and Values 
24. What does ResEd mean to you? 
25. What does ResEd mean to others (i.e., students, faculty, staff, etc…)? 
26. In your opinion, what are ResEd’s primary values? 
a. How do you embody those values day-to-day in your position? 
Examples? 
27. In your opinion, what is the purpose of ResEd? 
 
Personal Development 
28. What skills has ResEd helped you develop? (get examples) 
a. Probe for leadership 
29. Has ResEd contributed to your personal development? If so, how? 
c. Probe: How has ResEd helped you develop your spirituality/self-
understanding/respect for others?  
 
Learning Outcomes and Impact on Students 
30. What do you hope to see as an outcome of ResEd’s influences? 
31. What skills do you observe ResEd developing in students? How do you 
help students develop them?  
32. What does "socially responsible leadership" mean to you? How does 
ResEd facilitate this? How is ResEd doing in this with students? 
33. How would you describe ResEd’s interactions with residents? 
d. Probe: Does ResED encourage others to respect individuals and 
their opinions/beliefs, regardless of personal differences?  If so, 
how? 
e. Probe: Does ResEd promote an inclusive environment?  If so, 
how? 
34. Do you feel ResEd fosters a sense of belonging and connectedness to the 
community? Res hall community? DePaul community? Neighborhood? 
f. Probe: In what ways does ResEd promote a service orientation?  
 
Structure 
35. Do you feel you have the resources needed to fulfill ResEd’s mission, 
goals and learning outcomes? 
 
Conclusion 
36. What do you think ResEd should be striving to accomplish?  
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37. Get reactions to Mission Statement - [We connect students with learning 
opportunities in an academic, residential community] - What is your 
reaction to this? What are the strengths? What are the shortcomings? What 
would you change? 
38. Get reactions to Vision - [Through our connections with students and 
others, we support the University’s Vincentian values. We devote our time, 
talent and resources to the pursuit of academic excellence, respect for 
diversity and civic responsibility] 
39. Get reactions to learning outcomes - [The Department of Residential 
Education seeks to provide our students the opportunity to achieve growth 
and development by: 
 Enhancing students' respect and appreciation for themselves and 
one another; 
 Assisting students in making healthy and responsible choices in 
relation to alcohol, drugs, sexuality and wellness; 
 Increasing the academic learning potential of students; 
 Engaging collaboratively with other faculty, staff, students and the 
broader community.] 
 
Other questions if time allows: 
 How would you describe the ideal ResED employee? 
 How does that differ from the typical ResED employee? 
 What qualities would you like to see in a ResED employee? 
 
Resident Advisors 
Mission and Values 
40. What does ResEd mean to you? 
41. What does ResEd mean to others (i.e., students, faculty, staff, etc…)? 
42. In your opinion, what are ResEd’s primary values? 
a. How do you embody those values day-to-day in your position? 
Examples? 
43. In your opinion, what is the purpose of ResEd? 
 
Personal Development 
44. What skills has ResEd helped you develop? (get examples) 
a. Probe for leadership 
45. How has ResEd contributed to your personal development?  
d. Probe: How has ResEd helped you develop your spirituality/self-
understanding/respect for others?  
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e. Probe: What emphasis, if any, is placed on self-set goals? Have 
you set any personal goals due in part to ResEd? 
 
Learning Outcomes and Impact on Students 
46. What do you hope to see as an outcome of ResEd’s influences? 
47. What skills do you observe ResEd developing in students? How do you 
help students develop them?  
48. What does "socially responsible leadership" mean to you? How does 
ResEd facilitate this? How is ResEd doing in this with students? 
49. What impact does ResEd have on student's choices and experiences with 
drugs, sexuality, and alcohol? 
50. What services exist for students struggling in school, either academically 
or with substances? What do these look like? 
51. What do you think about the programming ResEd provides? Probes - is it 
enough, do you go, are they useful? What would you change? 
52. How would you describe ResEd’s interactions with residents? 
g. Probe: How do you encourage others to respect individuals and 
their opinions/beliefs, regardless of personal differences?  
h. Probe: How do you promote an inclusive environment? 
53. Do you feel ResEd fosters a sense of belonging and connectedness to the 
community? Res hall community? DePaul community? Neighborhood? 
i. Probe: In what ways does ResEd promote a service orientation?  
 
Structure 
54. Do you feel you have the resources needed to fulfill ResEd’s mission, 
goals and learning outcomes? 
 
Conclusion 
55. What do you think ResEd should be striving to accomplish?  
56.  Get reactions to Mission Statement - [We connect students with learning 
opportunities in an academic, residential community] - What is your 
reaction to this? What are the strengths? What are the shortcomings? What 
would you change? 
57. Get reactions to Vision - [Through our connections with students and 
others, we support the University’s Vincentian values. We devote our time, 
talent and resources to the pursuit of academic excellence, respect for 
diversity and civic responsibility] 
58. Get reactions to learning outcomes - [The Department of Residential 
Education seeks to provide our students the opportunity to achieve growth 
and development by: 
 Enhancing students' respect and appreciation for themselves and 
one another; 
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 Assisting students in making healthy and responsible choices in 
relation to alcohol, drugs, sexuality and wellness; 
 Increasing the academic learning potential of students; 
 Engaging collaboratively with other faculty, staff, students and the 
broader community.] 
 
Other questions if time allows: 
 How would you describe the ideal ResED employee? 
 How does that differ from the typical ResED employee? 
 What qualities would you like to see in a ResED employee? 
 
Student Groups 
Opener 
59. Describe the relationship between your group and ResEd. 
Mission and Values 
60. What does ResEd mean to you 
61. What does ResEd mean to other students? 
62. In your opinion, what are ResEd’s primary values? 
63. In your opinion, what is the purpose of ResEd? 
64. What does DePaul’s Vision 2012 mean to you (don’t list them)? 
b. How is ResEd Supporting and embodying this vision, if at all? 
Resident Learning Outcomes 
65. In your opinion, what is important that residents gain through their 
experiences with ResEd? 
66. What are some ways ResEd has helped you and/or other students? 
67. How has ResEd contributed to your personal development?  
c. Probe: How has ResEd enhanced your educational experience? 
d. Probe: How has ResEd helped you develop your spirituality/self-
understanding?  
e. Probe: What emphasis, if any, is placed on self-set goals? Have 
you set any personal goals due in part to ResEd? 
f. Probe: Do you feel ResEd has helped you learn to respect yourself 
more? What about respecting others?  
68. What does "socially responsible leadership" mean to you? How does 
ResEd facilitate this? 
69. Has ResEd helped develop your leadership abilities? In what ways (get 
examples)? 
a. How are you applying these skills to your community? 
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Impact on Students 
70. What impact does ResEd have on student's choices and experiences with 
drugs, sexuality, and alcohol? 
71. Do any services exist for students struggling in school, either academically 
or with substances? What do these look like? 
72. What do you think about the programming ResEd provides? Probes - is it 
enough, do you go, are they useful, are they missing something, etc… 
73. How would you describe your interactions with ResEd? 
a. Probe: Do you perceive ResEd staff as respecting individuals and 
their opinions/beliefs, regardless of personal differences?  
b. Probe: Do you perceive ResEd as fostering an inclusive 
environment? 
74. Do you feel ResEd fosters a sense of belonging and connectedness to the 
community? Res hall community? DePaul community? Neighborhood? 
c. Probe: In what ways is ResEd service oriented? (i.e., how are they 
involved in the community) 
Conclusion 
75. What do you think ResEd should be striving to accomplish 
76. [We connect students with learning opportunities in an academic, 
residential community] - What is your reaction to this? What are the 
strengths? What are the shortcomings? What would you change? 
Other questions if time allows: 
 How would you describe the typical ResED employee? 
 How does that differ from the ideal ResED employee? 
 What qualities would you like to see in a ResED employee? 
 
Other University Constituencies 
Introduction 
1. Describe the relationship between your department and ResEd? 
 
Mission and Values 
2. What does ResEd mean to you? 
3. Based on your observations, what does ResEd mean to students? 
4. What would you consider to be their primary values? 
5. In your opinion, what is the purpose of ResEd? 
6. Without going into specifics, what does DePaul's Vision 2012 mean to 
you? 
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a. How is ResEd supporting and embodying that vision, if at all? 
 
Student Outcomes 
7. What do you think is important that residents gain through their 
experiences with ResEd? 
8. Do you perceive ResEd staff as respecting individuals and their 
opinions/beliefs, regardless of personal differences? 
9. In what ways is ResEd service oriented? (i.e., how are they involved in the 
community?) 
 
Departmental Interaction and Unique Questions 
10. How would you describe your interactions with ResEd staff? 
11. Does your department and ResEd cooperate in any way to further student 
development and learning? If so, please describe. 
12. Unique question depending on department (as many as needed) 
 
Conclusion 
13. What do you think ResEd should be striving to accomplish? 
14. [We connect students with learning opportunities in an academic, 
residential community] – After what we have discussed, what is your 
reaction to this? What are the strengths? What are the shortcomings? What 
would you change? 
 
Other questions if time allows: 
 How would you describe the typical ResED employee? 
 How does that differ from the ideal ResED employee? 
 What qualities would you like to see in a ResED employee? 
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ResEd Technical Report: Slides from the Competency Model Integration 
Example 
 
Slide 1 
 
Connections to and Gaps with 
the Competency Model
RA Selection Interview Guide 
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Slide 2 
Sections 1 & 2
 
It can be observed that the first two sections of the RA interview form fit 
nicely with the Readiness competency as currently outlined (i.e., Maintaining 
personal health and wellness, being self-reflective, passionate for the welfare of 
others, comfortable with ambiguity, and adaptable. This is necessary to prepare 
oneself for the demands of the work role, Residential Education, and its 
constituents). This seems appropriate since Readiness is a major consideration for 
RA selection. 
 Specifically, the questions really tap into the self-reflective aspect of the 
competency which is particularly important  
 The answers to questions may also give insight into passion for others’ 
welfare 
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 May want to ask something about comfort with ambiguity and changing 
work demands, as this is not represented here. 
The Professionalism competency is also addressed here, particularly by 
the first question in the second section. The third question in the second section 
also taps into the desire that Resident Advisors need to continually improve, and 
must recognize where this is needed.  
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Slide 3 
 
Sections 3 & 4
 
 
The next two sections fit very will into the Inclusion and Diversity 
competency (i.e., Building a community that is enriched with diverse views and 
people of varied backgrounds, races, cultures, and beliefs. This is necessary to 
promote respect and appreciation for individuality and diversity.) 
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Slide 4 
Sections 5 & 6
 
 
We can see that between these five questions, the Leadership (i.e., 
Envisioning, planning, effecting change within individuals and groups, and 
identifying and responding to needs within Residential Education and the 
community. This is necessary to fulfill Residential Education’s mission, vision 
and departmental goals) and Advising and Mentoring (i.e., Providing counseling 
and advising support, direction, feedback, referral, and guidance to individuals 
and groups. This is necessary to encourage healthy, safe, and community-minded 
decision making among students) competencies are tapped.   
 Question 2 on the bottom even addresses Readiness. 
 There is room try and further gauge the Advising and Mentoring 
competency, however. Question three on top is good, but another question 
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about how they have helped guide others through difficult or uncertain 
times might be beneficial. 
 The Leadership competency could be more directly addressed. Perhaps 
having them recall a time when they had to plan something from 
beginning to end, and what kind of difficulties and lessons they learned?  
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Slide 5 
Summary – PILLAR Representation
 Professionalism
 Tapped by question one under the “Self-Awareness” section
 But may also want to address the “continuous improvement” aspect.
 Ex) Give an example of a time when you actively sought to learn a new skill, or 
improve a skill you already possessed? Why did you do this?
 Inclusion and Diversity - Very well represented in these items 
and probably needs no changes
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Slide 6 
Summary – PILLAR Representation
 Learning and Development
 Not addressed in any of the items on the interview sheet. This is the hardest one to 
incorporate, as it is more trained and acquired at the RA level than actively sought 
after
 Two possible routes: focusing on how feedback and excellence
 Ex) How has feedback helped shape you as a person? Give an example of a time when you 
incorporated feedback into a work or school role.
 Ex) What methods do you use to try and perform work or school roles to the best of you 
ability?
 Leadership
 Addressed by question 1 on the “Teamwork” section, and the “Theme Community 
Interest” section.
 May be helpful to have one or two more overt questions about leadership:
 Ex) Have you ever been involved in planning and executing an event, school project or work 
project? Describe the situation, and how you handled it.
 Ex) Describe a situation in which you influenced another individual towards a course of 
action.
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Slide 7 
Summary – PILLAR Representation
 Advising and Mentoring
 Represented by questions two and three in the “Teamwork” section
 Might benefit from also including a question about advising someone non-
work/team related
 Ex) When someone you know comes to you for advice, how do you go about helping 
them?
 Readiness
 Very well represented in this document.
 Most of these question are self-reflection, so they are inherently “Readiness”-
based. Poor responders probably aren’t “ready” for the job.
 May possibly benefit from a question tapping into the adaptable nature of the 
work, or the comfort with ambiguity.
 Ex) How do you react when given few directions for accomplish a goal?
 Ex) Have you ever found yourself in a situation where what was expected of you 
suddenly changed? What happened, and how did you react?
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ResEd Technical Report: Evaluation Measures 
Reactions 
Please read the following statements and indicate your agreement by circling the 
appropriate number. Your answers are anonymous, and will help the Department 
of Residential Education better serve students.  
1. I believe the following statement accurately describes the mission of 
Residential Education:  
Through our passion and dedication, we identify and 
respond to student needs.  We devote our time, talent 
and resources to build a relational, residential 
community where students are encouraged to explore, 
learn and develop holistically.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
2. I believe the following statement accurately describes the vision of Residential 
Education:  
We strive to transform students into responsible adults 
who desire to make decisions out of respect for 
themselves and others. We aspire for these adults to 
always pursue excellence, welcome diverse perspectives, 
and proactively contribute to their university and 
community. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
3. I believe the following outcomes accurately represent the desired goals of 
Residential Education for students:  
 Enhanced self-understanding and appreciation 
 Enhanced appreciation for others’ experiences and 
perspectives 
 Increased responsible decision-making  
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 Enhanced participation in and affinity for the communities in 
which they live 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
4. [For Staff Only] I believe the following outcomes accurately represent the 
desired goals of Residential Education for its employees:  
 Safe and social residence halls that facilitate learning beyond 
the classroom  
 Collaborative, engaged relationships with others  
 Culture of employee appreciation, development and growth 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
 
5. I believe the following values accurately reflect those of Residential 
Education: 
 Wellness - We value the safety of our residents and staff 
through our commitment to safe residence halls and facilities, 
and encouragement of healthy decisions. 
 Connections – We value our relationships with students and 
others, through building connections, creating cohesive 
residential communities, and collaborating to better serve 
students and staff. 
 Development – We value developing oneself personally and 
professionally through learning at home, work and school. 
 Excellence – We value striving for continuous improvement 
through the pursuit of excellence in all activities and 
relationships. 
 Responsibility - We value discipline, responsibility and 
accountability to oneself and others in the community and 
organization. 
 Service (to Others) – We value inspiring others to lead and 
serve the community in which they live and operate. 
 Respect – We value the uniqueness and diversity of others; we 
strive to help others gain understanding of, remain open to 
and respect themselves and others for their individuality. 
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1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
 
6. I believe the competency model used by Residential Education has helped 
make Residential Education a better department. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly  
Agree 
 
7. If you disagreed, either strongly or somewhat, with any of the items above, 
could you please explain which item and why? [Open Ended Response Item] 
 
Learning 
The following questions ask about the mission, vision, departmental goals and 
values for Residential Education. This information will help inform Residential 
Education on how well the department is informing others about itself. Please 
answer to the best of your ability. Your responses are anonymous, and it is 
important to remember that word-for-word recall is not important.  
 
1. What is the mission of Residential Education? 
 
2. What is the vision of Residential Education? 
 
3. What are Residential Education’s departmental goals for Students? 
 
4. What are Residential Education’s departmental goals for Staff? 
 
5. What are Residential Education’s values? 
 
6. [Management Only] What are Residential Education’s core 
Competencies? 
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Appendix B 
Job Description Recruitment Email and Survey 
Hello ResED (Insert RD, RA, AD or participant name) employee, 
As part of a research process to understand ResED's positions, we would like 
you to respond to a few questions about your job. Please review the attached 
position description and take our very brief survey.   
Your responses will be completely confidential, and the information you 
provide WILL NOT AFFECT YOUR JOB OR BENEFITS IN ANY WAY. 
Your valuable input will help us gain a better understanding of your position 
and ResED's personnel practices. 
Please follow the link to take our brief survey: 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ResED  
Thank you for your help, 
Sincerely, 
Organizational Consultants 
1) How accurately does this job description describe your position? 
a. Strongly Disagree 
b. Disagree 
c. Moderately Disagree 
d. Moderately Agree 
e. Agree 
f. Strongly Agree 
 
2) What is inaccurate about this job description?  
 
3) What other job duties and responsibilities are missing from this job 
description? 
 
4)  If you could change this job description in any way, what would you 
change? 
 
5) What is your current job? 
a. Resident Advisor 
b. Residence Director 
c. Assistant Director 
d. Other (Please Specify)  
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Appendix C 
RA Job Description 
 
DEPARTMENT: Residential Education  
DIVISION:  Student Affairs 
JOB TITLE:  Resident Advisor 
REPORTS TO: Residence Director 
 
General Summary 
Reporting to a residence director, the resident advisor is a part-time student staff 
member.  The RA works in a residential community and has specific 
responsibility for working with students in his/her community.   She/he is the 
primary facilitator for the development of community in his/her specified area. 
Principal Duties and Responsibilities 
1. Cultivates relationships with students in the residential community through 
regular contact, quarterly attendance at Residence Hall Council meetings, 
floor meetings, and duty rounds.  (25%) -D, L, R, AM 
2. Plans and implements educational and community building opportunities consistent 
with department requirements and learning outcomes.  (20%) -LD, L, AM 
3. Responds to student issues, provides student conflict resolution, and acts on crises as 
they occur.  (15%)- R, AM, LD 
4. Maintains regular communications with supervisor.  This includes but is not limited 
to participation in RA Advisory Board, weekly reports, incident reports and the 
completion of a formal evaluation process annually. (15%) – P 
5. Attends regularly scheduled staff meetings, 1-1 meetings, pre-employment 
training in the spring quarter prior to employment, fall and winter training 
sessions, professional and paraprofessional recruitment and selection and 
ongoing departmental training programs.  (10%)– P, LD 
6. Is aware of, updates and appropriately disseminates information to residents 
through postings, electronic communications, and regular contact. (10%)– R, 
LD, P 
7. Collaborates with other student housing units in support of hall openings, 
winter break housing, room changes, and building closings. (5%) - ID, P 
8. Other duties and assignments as assigned. - R, P 
 
Minimum Knowledge, Skills and Abilities required: 
1. Ability to organize several projects and tasks with multiple deadlines- R, P 
2. Ability to effectively interact with resident students and their guests- R, P 
3. Ability to communicate effectively in written and oral form- P 
4. Demonstrated ability to work and make decisions in a high-volume, fast-
paced environment- R, P 
5. Ability to provide both a student-centered and a customer service orientation - 
R 
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6. Appreciation for and commitment to multiculturalism - ID 
Position Qualifications: 
1. Full-time undergraduate student.   
2. Cumulative GPA of 2.5 by June 30th in order to assume the position in 
August.  (Mid-year hires must have a 2.5 GPA on the date of hire) 
3. Resident Advisor must maintain a 2.5 for the duration of employment. 
Physical Requirements: 
This position requires frequent overnight response to student emergencies which 
includes interrupted sleep and the ability to hear a pager and/or phone while 
sleeping. 
Other Required Skill and Abilities: 
1. Must be well-organized and able to work under pressure with multiple 
deadlines in an ever changing, fast paced environment.  Commitment to 
students and appreciation for multiculturalism and diversity is crucial.  Must 
be willing to be a team player. Seek candidates with a clear understanding of a 
Catholic, Vincentian and urban institution. 
2. The job incumbent understands that an undergraduate staff position in 
residence halls cannot easily be translated into hours worked per day or week 
because of the unique nature of the work. The resident advisor position 
requires regularly scheduled responsibilities, meetings, and times at which 
resident advisors must be available to floor residents and residential education 
staff.  It is expected that staff treat this position as a priority ahead of other 
work commitments or campus involvement. 
3. Fall training is an intensive 17 day experience.  Resident Advisors may not 
have any additional employment during the fall training period. 
4. Non-International students can work a maximum of 10 additional hours of on-
campus employment per week. 
5. International students may have no additional on-campus employment 
The above statements are intended to describe the general nature and level of the work being 
performed by people assigned to this work.  This is not an exhaustive list of all duties and 
responsibilities associated with it.  Management reserves the right to amend and change 
responsibilities to meet business and organizational needs. 
As an Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) employer, the University and Residential 
Education provide job opportunities to qualified individuals without regard to race, color, 
ethnicity, religion, sex, sexual orientation, national origin, age, marital status, physical or 
mental disability, parental status, housing status, source of income or military status, in 
accordance with applicable federal, state and local EEO laws.  All candidates for 
employment shall receive consistent and equitable treatment.  
P Professionalism LD Learning & Development 
ID Inclusion & Diversity AM Advising & Mentoring 
L Leadership R Readiness 
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Appendix D 
RD Job Description 
 
DEPARTMENT: Residential Education  
DIVISION:  Student Affairs 
JOB TITLE:  Resident Director  
REPORTS TO: Assistant/Associate Director of Residential Education 
General Summary: 
Reporting to the assistant director staff, the residence director is a full-time 
professional responsible for the administration of a residential area, including, but 
not limited to staff supervision, student learning opportunities, discipline, crisis 
response, and community building.   
Principal Duties and Responsibilities:  
1. Coordinates and oversees all educational aspects of hall management, including staff 
training and supervision, student issue response, student learning opportunities, 
judicial procedures and crisis response. (40%)– LD, AM, L 
2. Addresses student and parent issues in order to resolve them in satisfactory 
manner and counsels resident advisors on issues that arise from demands of 
their jobs. (20%)– AM, LD 
3. Attends, conducts, and coordinates all pre-service and in-service training for 
student staff. (10%)– LD, AM, L 
4. Creates and implements a yearlong developmental plan for the residence hall 
through staff programming efforts. (10%)– LD, L 
5. Participates in all appropriate divisional and university meetings and training 
programs. (10%)– P, L 
6. Cultivates relationships with various university departments, specifically 
Student Development, Dean of Students Office and Student Affairs, but also 
including Housing Services and Facility Operations.  May involve collateral 
positions with other university departments. (10%)– P, L 
7. Other duties as assigned by supervisor. – R, P 
 
Other Job Related Information: 
1. The residence director is responsible for routine duty night coverage for the 
residence halls, which includes pager coverage during non-business hours for 
responding to residential student emergencies.  Coverage is required every 
day of the year. 
2. The residence director may participate in the supervision of student mentors 
through the First Year Program of the University. 
3. All other duties and assignments as designated by the assistant directors or 
other residential education staff. 
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Minimum Knowledge, Skills and Abilities:  
Management:   Leadership and motivation, supervision, planning and 
organizing, decision-making.  The job incumbent must 
acquire and demonstrate knowledge of residence life 
policies and procedures in order to represent the 
Department of Residential Education. – L, R, P 
Professional:  Written and oral communication skills, presentation skills, 
relationship building, flexibility, adaptability, creativity, 
and team player in order to build community and 
communication within the residence area – R, P, ID 
Developmental:  Basic understanding of student development theory- LD 
Counseling:   Demonstrated aptitude for dealing with crisis intervention, 
conflict resolution and mediation. – R, LD, L, AM 
Technical:   Proficient PC user, expected to use MS Office Suite. - P 
 
Position Qualifications: 
Education:   Master’s degree or equivalent combination of education 
and experience required. 
Experience:   Prior residence life experience required.   
Professional Attributes:   
Must be well-organized and able to work under pressure 
with multiple deadlines in an ever changing, fast paced 
environment.  Commitment to student development and 
appreciation for multiculturalism and diversity is crucial.  
Must be willing to be a team player. Seek candidates with a 
clear understanding of a Catholic, urban institution. 
Availability: Duty coverage during non-business hours, however a 
significant number of RDs must be on campus at all times.   
The above statements are intended to describe the general nature and level of the work being 
performed by people assigned to this work.  This is not an exhaustive list of all duties and 
responsibilities associated with it.  Management reserves the right to amend and change 
responsibilities to meet business and organizational needs. 
As an Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) employer, the University and the Department 
of Residential Education provide job opportunities to qualified individuals without regard to 
race, color, ethnicity, religion, sex, sexual orientation, national origin, age, marital status, 
physical or mental disability, parental status, housing status, source of income or military 
status, in accordance with applicable federal, state and local EEO laws.  All candidates for 
employment shall receive consistent and equitable treatment. 
P Professionalism LD Learning & Development 
ID Inclusion & Diversity AM Advising & Mentoring 
L Leadership R Readiness 
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Appendix E 
Recruitment Email for Resident Satisfaction Survey 2012 
From: Deb Schmidt-Rogers  
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2012 4:00 PM 
To: XXXXXXXXXXXXX 
Subject:  Quality of Life Survey 2012 
 Dear Residential Student, 
As you know, the Department of Residential Education is committed to making 
your experience on campus the best that it can be.  With your help, we can better 
meet our goal of making a safe, supportive, and engaging community for students 
living in the residence halls and apartments. 
 
In an effort to continually improve our efforts and programs, we would like to ask 
you for feedback in regards to your residential experience this year. This Quality 
of Life survey is an important initiative designed to help us better serve you. 
  
Take the Quality of Life Survey 
 
The survey will take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete, and can be taken 
on a computer, or via iPhone/iTouch or Blackberry. All students that complete the 
survey have the option to enter to win prizes, including an iPad 2! 
 
Thank you for your time and for sharing your perspective! 
 
Deb Schmidt-Rogers 
Director, Residential Education 
 
If your survey link is not workin, please copy and paste the URL below into your 
internet browser: 
http:// us2.qualtrics.com/ 
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Appendix F 
PILLAR Position Studies - Method & Protocol 
Purpose: To fully integrate the PILLAR competency model throughout ResEd, 
position/behavior studies were conducted to determine the necessary behaviors 
for effective job performance for each position. Complete integration of the 
PILLAR model through these studies provide insight to which specific behaviors 
are deemed critical to fulfill the mission, vision, values and goals of ResEd within 
each position.  Results of these studies were used to inform a variety of personnel 
systems including, training, selection and development of employees. 
Specifically, performance coaching tools were used to showcase the behavioral 
level data within each competency for each position. Positions studied include the 
Director, Assistant Directors, Residence Directors and Resident Advisor positions 
to integrate the PILLAR model.  
Job Analysts: Responsibility for data collection and analysis was designated to 
external organizational development consultants.  Both analysts were trained in 
Industrial Organizational Psychology and posses graduate degrees in the field. 
Data Collection Methods: A combination of data collection methods were used 
for each position study as detailed in Brannick, Levine and Moregeson (2007). 
 Archival Data: Job Descriptions, organizational charts, training manuals 
and any other available information regarding the positions were reviewed 
and data were collected in regards to behavioral expectations of the job.  
 Interview/Focus Groups Incumbents, Supervisors, Direct Reports, 
Customers: Semi-structured protocols were adapted and used for each 
position to collect behaviors necessary for foundational/visionary 
performance within each competency. Groups and individuals were 
interviewed using the protocol and instructions detailed in the following 
sections. For example, for the RA position, focus groups were conducted 
with residents, incumbents and supervisors to determine behaviors 
necessary for successful and exemplary job performance within each 
PILLAR competency. 
Data Synthesis and Integrating the PILLAR framework: All of the job data 
collected through the above methods were condensed as best as possible into 
single lines of data in an Excel sheet, while retaining the essence of the content. 
Next, these lines of data were independently coded by the job analysts into the 
PILLAR model. After independent coding, job analysts reached consensus on 
sorting the behaviors into the PILLAR framework.  Based on this classification 
process, the analysts noted emergent behavioral themes and generated behavioral 
clusters. Behavior statements were then written that illustrate examples of 
behaviors within those clusters and define each competency to fully integrate the 
PILLAR model for each position. 
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Results: Results of the position studies were presented in the format of a 
performance-coaching tool to be used for staff development and feedback.  The 
resulting document details each behavioral statement, nested within each 
behavioral cluster, which is nested within each PILLAR competency.   
Focus Group & Interview Instructions  
1. Goal – to obtain as many statements about what makes effective behavior 
for the target positions as possible. 
a. Be sure to separate the job from person holding it to collect 
information on the content and quality of behaviors performed for 
effective and exceptional performance.  
b. Determine alignment with previous works (i.e., PILLAR model). 
2. During data collection, it is important to note that the fewer participants 
there are to interview, the more structure the interview/focus-group needs 
to become after an initial open-ended period to facilitate constructive and 
informative dialogue. 
3. Use the term “behavioral examples.” It is better when the explain is 
behaviorally-based, but it is OK if participants drift from this concept as it 
is hard to think in those terms. 
4. For every statement we ideally want: 
 The behavior taken 
o Be specific. Don’t focus on a series of incidents, focus on 
one incident. 
o Don’t focus on the person. 
 The context the behavior was taken in 
o What preceded the behavior 
o Why was the behavior appropriate and/or necessary 
 The consequence of the behavior 
o Should be direct result of the behavior 
o Can get a % of how much the person’s behavior 
contributed to the outcome. 
5. When running the focus group or interview: 
 Tell participants not to focus on their own behaviors, if possible.  
o This will be less possible if interviewing someone about a 
position for which they are one of a few incumbents. 
 Focus on behaviors within the past year, if possible. Usually the 
nature of the job or the participants makes this difficult, so it is OK 
to stray from this if needed. 
 Start w/ general focus on behaviors – first 50-60 minutes 
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 After that, hand out PILLAR model for remaining 30-40 minutes. 
Ask to structure behaviors within the framework. 
6. Focus on the positive rather than the negative. Try to turn negative 
statements into positive ones. This is critical for positions with fewer 
individuals to talk to. 
7. If having trouble generating behaviors: 
 Have participants focus on what they think would constitute 
someone being: 
o Great in the position (i.e., focus on discovering “Visionary” 
examples of behavior) 
o Doing/did just enough to be acceptable (i.e., focus on 
discovering examples of “Foundational” behaviors. 
 Have focus on what they think it takes to be good at the job, and 
think of concrete examples of how they’ve seen that enacted. 
 
Position Study Protocol - Interview/Focus Groups 
Hello. Introduce ourselves and relationship to group and position of interest. 
Today, we are conducting this [interview/focus group/behavior study] to help 
identify employee characteristics and behaviors that are critical to effective job 
performance so ResED can develop the best personnel systems to serve the 
University’s community of students, staff, and faculty.  
As a part of this process, we would like to discuss your ideas and experiences 
regarding the [position of interest] role in the Department of Residential 
Education.   
When answering our questions, please feel free to respond based on your personal 
opinion or observations, and what you have gathered about the general opinions 
of others. There may be times during the focus groups that we move the session 
on to another question. We want to make sure we get your opinions on all of the 
topics we are interested in. Feel free to jot down some comments and let us know 
later if you think of something important, but didn’t get a chance to say it: 
Disclose the extent to which participants’ responses are confidential and any 
consequences of the use of data. 
Do you have any questions before we begin? 
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Department of Residential Education PILLAR Competencies 
Competencies are a collection of knowledge, skills, abilities and other characteristics 
(KSAOs) necessary to successfully perform Residential Education employees' job 
duties and help fulfill its mission, vision, goals and values. Residential Education’s 
competencies address specific KSAOs related to: 
Professionalism 
Being accountable for work role responsibilities, following through 
with professional commitments, supporting ResEd initiatives, and 
striving for continuous personal and organizational improvement. 
This is necessary to accomplish one's job duties while meeting all 
standards of ethics and excellence. 
Inclusion and 
Diversity 
Building a community that is enriched with diverse views and 
people of varied backgrounds, races, cultures, and beliefs. This is 
necessary to promote respect and appreciation for individuality and 
diversity.  
Leadership 
Envisioning, planning, effecting change within individuals and 
groups, and identifying and responding to needs within Residential 
Education and the community. This is necessary to fulfill 
Residential Education’s mission, vision and departmental goals.  
Learning and 
Development 
Applying best practices, concepts and principles of the profession 
and work role, including rigorous assessment of organizational 
initiatives and goals. This is necessary to encourage the holistic 
development of students and Residential Education professionals, 
and guide evidenced-based decision making. 
Advising and 
Mentoring 
Providing counseling and advising support, direction, feedback, 
referral, and guidance to individuals and groups. This is necessary 
to encourage healthy, safe, and community-minded decision 
making among students. 
Readiness 
Maintaining personal health and wellness, being self-reflective, 
passionate for the welfare of others, comfortable with ambiguity, 
and adaptable. This is necessary to prepare oneself for the demands 
of the work role, Residential Education, and its constituents. 
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Appendix G 
RA PILLAR Coaching Tool 
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Appendix H 
RD PILLAR Coaching Tool 
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Appendix I 
Residential Education Organizational Development Intervention Across Time 
 
  
NSSE 
Survey 
PILLAR Competency Modeling Activities 
Spring 2001-2009 X  NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
Fall 2009  
 Consultants Engaged to Identify Departmental Mission, 
Vision, Values & Goals 
Winter 2010  
 PILLAR Competency Model Created with 
implementation recommendations 
Spring 2010 X  NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
Fall 2010   RA PILLAR Position study 
Winter 2011  
 RA coaching tool and performance model presented 
 RAs trained on model 
 RD PILLAR Position study 
Spring 2011 X 
 New RAs selected  with model  
 RD coaching tool and performance model presented 
 NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
Summer 2011   New RDs trained with model 
Fall 2011  
 RAs trained by model 
 RAs/RDs receive coaching on model bi-monthly 
 AD PILLAR Position study 
Winter 2012  
 RAs/RDs receive coaching on model bi-monthly  
 AD PILLAR Model presented 
 Director PILLAR Position study  
Spring 2012 O 
 RAs/RDs/ADs selected and trained with model 
 RAs/RDs/ADs receive coaching on model bi-monthly  
 Director Tool presented 
 ResED Satisfaction Survey Collected 
 NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
2012-2013 O 
 RAs/RDs/ADs selected and trained with model 
 RAs/RDs/ADs receive coaching on model bi-monthly  
 Director Tool receive coaching on model  regularly 
 NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
2013-2014 O 
 RAs/RDs/ADs selected and trained with model 
 RAs/RDs/ADs receive coaching on model bi-monthly  
 Director Tool receive coaching on model  regularly 
 NSSE Annual Survey Conducted 
*Pre-Intervention Survey  = X;  Post Intervention Survey = O 
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Appendix J 
RA PILLAR Evaluation Form 
These evaluations are confidential and will be used for research purposes 
only.  Individual evaluations will not be disclosed to anyone besides 
researchers engaged with Department of Residential Education. 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please rate the RA’s level of performance on each PILLAR 
competency listed on the evaluation form.  When completing the form please use 
the following guidelines. 
 Please review the PILLAR competency definitions and RA behavioral 
clusters provided in the RA coaching tool prior to completing this survey.  
This survey should take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete per RA.  
When rating, please use the complete range of the scale when applicable 
(i.e., poor to outstanding).   
o Outstanding/Strength: Performs at a level other RAs should 
aspire to, or at the top 15% of all RAs; demonstrates truly 
exceptional performance.  
o Adequate/Competent: Performs as expected, or at the level of 
70% of RAs; has some room for improvement. 
o Poor/Unsatisfactory: Performance needs significant improvement 
to succeed in role; performs at the bottom 15% of all RAs.  
 Please consider each RA individually, and focus only on the RA’s 
behavior and accomplishments at work.  As always, remember that you 
are rating the person's performance, not the person.  Great care must 
be taken to make sure that factors such as race, gender, religion, and age 
do not affect your ratings.   
 After rating performance for each competency, you will be asked to rate 
the RA’s overall performance.  This overall rating does not need to be a 
strict average of the previous ratings, since you may consider some 
individual areas more important than others. 
 If you have any questions regarding this process, please contact the 
Director of Residential Education. Please return completed forms to the 
Director of Residential Education.  
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Basic Information 
RD’s Name: ______________________________________________________ 
RA’s Name:_______________________________________________________ 
 
RA’s length of time in position:     
 
 
Length of time supervising this RA:        
 
 
How familiar are you with this employee’s performance?:   
 
 
PILLAR Competency Ratings 
Based on your assessment of the RA’s performance on each of the PILLAR 
competencies, please provide a rating listed below on a scale of 1-9 (i.e., poor 
to outstanding).  
Professionalism 
Being accountable for work role responsibilities, following through with 
professional commitments, supporting ResEd initiatives, and striving for 
continuous personal and organizational improvement. This is necessary to 
accomplish one’s job duties while meeting all standards of ethics and excellence. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
  
1
st
 year 
  
2
nd
 Year 
  
3
rd
 Year 
  
4
th
 Year 
  
5
th
 Year 
              
Less than 
3 months 
3 – 6 
months 
7 – 11 
months 
1 years 2 years 3 years 
4 years 
or more 
          
Not at all 
familiar 
Barely 
familiar 
Somewhat 
familiar 
Familiar 
Extremely 
familiar 
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Inclusion & Diversity 
Building a community that is enriched with diverse views and people of varied 
backgrounds, races, cultures, and beliefs. This is necessary to promote respect 
and appreciation for individuality and diversity. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
Leadership 
Envisioning, planning, effecting change within individuals and groups, and 
identifying and responding to needs within Residential Education and the 
community. This is necessary to fulfill Residential Education’s mission, vision 
and departmental goals. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
Learning & Development 
Applying best practices, concepts and principles of the profession and work role, 
including rigorous assessment of organizational initiatives and goals. This is 
necessary to encourage the holistic development of students and Residential 
Education professionals, and guide evidenced-based decision-making. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
Advising & Mentoring 
Providing counseling and advising support, direction, feedback, referral, and 
guidance to individuals and groups. This is necessary to encourage healthy, safe, 
and community-minded decision making among students. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
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Readiness 
Maintaining personal health and wellness, being self-reflective, passionate for 
the welfare of others, comfortable with ambiguity, and adaptable. This is 
necessary to prepare oneself for the demands of the work role, Residential 
Education, and its constituents. 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
Performance Ratings 
 
Overall Job Performance 
 
Please rate this RA’s current performance on the job.  
 
POOR / 
UNSATISFACTORY 
ADEQUATE / 
COMPETENT 
OUTSTANDING / 
STRENGTH                   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
Performance in Relation to Others 
 
Based on your knowledge of this RA’s work skills and abilities, how would 
you rate this RA compared to others who perform this job? 
 
Bottom 10% Bottom 30% Average Top 30% Top 10% 
          
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix K 
Residential Satisfaction Survey 2012 
Thank you for taking the time to complete the Department of Residential 
Education’s Residential Satisfaction Survey! We appreciate your feedback! 
 
At the end of the survey, you will be automatically redirected to our prize drawing 
form - enter your name and information to be entered to win our prizes, including 
an iPad 2! Your name and information from the prize drawing cannot be 
connected back to your responses in this survey - it is completely anonymous. 
 
1. My current hall/ area is: 
o A Hall 
o B Hall 
o C Hall 
o D Hall 
o E Hall 
o F Hall 
o G Hall 
o H Hall 
o I Hall  
o J Hall 
o K Hall 
o L Hall 
 
2. Please select your RA's name: 
 
3. How many quarters have you lived in residence halls and/or apartments? 
o 1 - 2 quarters 
o 3 - 4 quarters 
o 5 - 7 quarters 
o More than 8 quarters 
 
4. Gender 
o Female 
o Male 
o Transgender 
 
5. Age 
o 17 
o 18 
o 19 
o 20 
o 21 
o 22 
o 23 
o 24 or over 
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6. Ethnicity 
o Asian 
o Black/African American 
o International 
o Hispanic/Latino(a) 
o Native American 
o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Island 
o White 
o Biracial/Multiracial 
 
7. Current Academic/Class Standing 
o Freshman 
o Sophomore 
o Junior 
o Senior 
o 5th or 6th year Senior 
 
8. Are you a transfer student this year? 
o Yes 
o No 
 
9. What is your cumulative GPA? 
o Below 2.0 
o 2.0 - 2.5 
o 2.5 - 3.0 
o 3.0 - 3.5 
o 3.5 - 4.0 
 
10. What is the average number of hours you spent STUDYING per week 
during the past academic year? 
o 1-5 hours per week 
o 6-10 hours per week 
o 11-15 hours per week 
o 16-20 hours per week 
o More than 20 hours per week 
 
11. What is the average number of hours you spent WORKING per week 
during the past academic year? 
o 1-5 hours per week 
o 6-10 hours per week 
o 11-15 hours per week 
o 16-20 hours per week 
o More than 20 hours per week 
 
12. Did you choose your roommates or apartment-mates? 
o Yes 
o Yes - used "Roommate Gateway", provided by Housing Services 
o No - random placement 
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These questions provide feedback about the student and professional staff in 
the Department of Residential Education. 
How satisfied have you been this academic year with the... 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Efforts of the Resident 
Advisor (RA) to get to 
know you? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Communication of policies 
and procedures to you by 
the Resident Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Availability of your 
Resident Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Visibility of the Resident 
Advisor (RA) on your 
floor/area? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Promotion of respect in the 
community by the Resident 
Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Ability of the Resident 
Advisor (RA) to gain your 
respect? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Enforcement of University 
policies by the Resident 
Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Treatment of all residents 
equitably by the Resident 
Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Organization of floor 
programs and events by the 
Resident Advisor (RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Overall performance of 
your Resident Advisor 
(RA)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Please provide any feedback or comments you would like to share in regards to 
your experience with the Resident Advisor (RA) for your floor or area. 
 
Please keep in mind that feedback provided here will be utilized to improve our 
department and incorporated into various training and development opportunities 
for our staff.  
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How satisfied have you been this academic year with the... 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Availability of the 
Residence Director (RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Visibility of the Residence 
Director (RD) in your area 
or building? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Timely response to my 
concerns by the Residence 
Director (RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Promotion of respect in the 
community by the 
Residence Director (RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Enforcement of University 
policies by the Residence 
Director (RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Treatment of all residents 
equitably by the Residence 
Director (RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Overall performance of 
your Residence Director 
(RD)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Please provide any feedback or comments you would like to share in regards to 
your experience with the Residence Director (RD) for your building or area. 
 
Please keep in mind that feedback provided here will be utilized to improve our 
department and incorporated into various training and development opportunities 
for our staff.  
 
 
How satisfied are you with... 
 
Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 
Somewhat 
Satisfied Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
Your ability to study in 
your room? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Your ability to sleep 
without interruption? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
How safe do you feel... 
 
Very 
Unsafe Unsafe 
Occasionally 
Unsafe 
Somewhat 
Safe Safe 
Very 
Safe 
In your room? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
In your residence hall or 
apartment building? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Overall... 
 
Not at All Very Little 
On 
Occasion Consistently 
Very 
Much 
I would recommend living on 
campus to new students. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Please rate your agreement with the following statements…. 
 
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
I have been able to 
contribute positively to 
my residence hall 
community.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I have been provided 
opportunities to reflect 
upon my decisions and 
consider alternative 
action in the future.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
The residence halls have 
given me opportunities to 
learn how to maintain a 
healthy lifestyle.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I have been able to 
develop strong 
relationships with others 
while living in the halls.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I have been able to 
engage in dialogue with 
others different from 
me.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I have learned from my 
peers while in dialogue 
with them.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
I see the ways in which 
RAs and RDs can 
contribute to my success 
at the University.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Regardless of my 
agreement with them, I 
understand why student 
housing policies are 
necessary.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Overall... 
 
Not at All Very Little 
On 
Occasion Consistently 
Very 
Much 
Living on campus has enhanced my 
learning experience at the 
University. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix L 
National Student Engagement Survey 2012 
1) In your experience at your institution during the current school year, about how often 
have you done each of the following? 
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
often 
a) Asked questions in class or contributed to 
class discussions  
        
b) Made a class presentation          
c) Prepared two or more drafts of a paper or 
assignment before turning it in  
        
d) Worked on a paper or project that required 
integrating ideas or information from 
various sources  
        
e) Included diverse perspectives (different 
races, religions, genders, political beliefs, 
etc.) in class discussions or writing 
assignments  
        
f) Come to class without completing readings 
or assignments 
        
g) Worked with other students on projects 
during class  
        
h) Worked with classmates outside of class to 
prepare class assignments  
        
i) Put together ideas or concepts from different 
courses when completing assignments or 
during class discussions 
        
j) Tutored or taught other students (paid or 
voluntary) 
        
k) Participated in a community-based project 
(e.g., service learning) as part of a regular 
course 
        
l) Used an electronic medium (listserv, chat 
group, Internet, instant messaging, etc.) to 
discuss or complete an assignment 
        
m) Used e-mail to communicate with an 
instructor 
        
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n) Discussed grades or assignments with an 
instructor 
        
o) Talked about career plans with a faculty 
member or advisor 
        
p) Discussed ideas from your readings or 
classes with faculty members outside of 
class 
        
q) Received prompt written or oral feedback 
from faculty on your academic performance 
        
r) Worked harder than you thought you could 
to meet an instructor’s standards or 
expectations 
        
s) Worked with faculty members on activities 
other than coursework (committees, 
orientation, student life activities, etc.) 
        
t) Discussed ideas from your readings or 
classes with others outside of class 
(students, family members, co-workers, etc.) 
        
u) Had serious conversations with students of a 
different race or ethnicity than your own 
        
v) Had serious conversations with students 
who are very different from you in terms of 
their religious beliefs, political opinions, or 
personal values 
 
        
 
 
2) During the current school year, how much has your coursework emphasized the 
following mental activities?  
 
Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a) Memorizing facts, ideas, or methods from 
your courses and readings so you can 
repeat them in pretty much the same form 
        
b) Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, 
experience, or theory, such as examining a 
particular case or situation in depth and 
considering its components 
        
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c) Synthesizing and organizing ideas, 
information, or experiences into new, 
more complex interpretations and 
relationships 
        
d) Making judgments about the value of 
information, arguments, or methods, such 
as examining how others gathered and 
interpreted data and assessing the 
soundness of their conclusions 
        
e) Applying theories or concepts to practical 
problems or in new situations 
 
        
 
 
3) During the current school year, about how much reading and writing have you 
done? 
 
None 1-4 5-10 11-20 
More 
than 20 
a. Number of assigned textbooks, 
books, or book-length packs of 
course readings  
          
b. Number of books read on your 
own (not assigned) for personal 
enjoyment or academic enrichment  
          
c. Number of written papers or 
reports of 20 pages or more  
          
d. Number of written papers or 
reports between 5 and 19 pages 
          
e. Number of written papers or 
reports of fewer than 5 pages 
 
          
 
 
 
4) In a typical week, how many homework problem sets do you complete?  
 
None 1-2 3-4 5-6 
More 
than 6 
a) Number of problem sets that take you 
more than an hour to complete  
          
b) Number of problem sets that take you 
less than an hour to complete 
 
          
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5) Mark the box that best represents the extent to which your examinations during 
the current school year have challenged you to do your best work: 
 
  
1 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 
Very 
Little 
 
     
Very 
Much 
 
 
 
 
6) During the current school year, about how often have you done each of the 
following?  
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
often 
a) Attended an art exhibit, play, dance, 
music, theater, or other performance 
        
b) Exercised or participated in physical 
fitness activities  
        
c) Participated in activities to enhance 
your spirituality (worship, meditation, 
prayer, etc.)  
        
d) Examined the strengths and weaknesses 
of your own views on a topic or issue 
        
e) Tried to better understand someone 
else’s views by imagining how an issue 
looks from his or her perspective 
        
f) Learned something that changed the 
way you understand an issue or concept 
        
 
7) Which of the following have you done or do you plan to do before you graduate 
from your institution?  
 Have not 
decided 
Do not plan 
to do 
Plan 
to do Done 
a) Practicum, internship, field 
experience, co-op experience, or 
clinical assignment 
        
b) Community service or volunteer 
work  
        
c) Participate in a learning 
community or some other formal 
program where groups of students 
take two or more classes together 
        
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d) Work on a research project with a 
faculty member outside of course 
or program requirements 
        
e) Foreign language coursework         
f) Study abroad         
g) Independent study or self-
designed major 
        
h) Culminating senior experience 
(capstone course, senior project or 
thesis, comprehensive exam, etc.) 
  
        
 
8) Mark the box that best represents the quality of your relationships with people at 
your institution. 
 
a) Relationships with other students: 
 
  
1 
 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 
Unfriendly, 
Unsupportive,  
Sense of 
alienation 
 
   
Friendly, 
Supportive, to 
Sense of 
belonging 
 
 
b) Relationships with faculty members: 
 
  
1 
 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 
Unavailable, 
Unhelpful, 
Unsympathetic 
 
   
Available, 
Helpful, 
Sympathetic 
 
 
c) Relationships with administrative personnel and offices: 
 
  
1 
 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 
Unhelpful, 
Inconsiderate,  
Rigid 
 
   
Helpful, 
Considerate, 
Flexible 
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9) About how many hours do you spend in a typical 7-day week doing each of the 
following?  
 
a) Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, doing homework or lab 
work, analyzing data, rehearsing, and other academic activities) 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-30 
  
More 
than 
30 
b) Working for pay on campus Hours per week 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-30 
  
More 
than 
30 
c) Working for pay off campus Hours per week 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
d) Participating in co-curricular activities (organizations, campus 
publications, student government, fraternity or sorority, intercollegiate or 
intramural sports, etc.) 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
e) Relaxing and socializing (watching TV, partying, etc.)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
f) Providing care for dependents living w/ you (parents, children, spouse, 
etc.)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
g) Commuting to class (driving, walking, etc.)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
 
 
 
10) To what extent does your institution emphasize each of the following?  
 Very Some Quite Very 
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little a bit much 
a) Spending significant amounts of time 
studying and on academic work  
        
b) Providing the support you need to help you 
succeed academically  
        
c) Encouraging contact among students from 
different economic, social, and racial or 
ethnic backgrounds 
        
d) Helping you cope with your non-academic 
responsibilities (work, family, etc.)  
        
e) Providing the support you need to thrive 
socially  
        
f) Attending campus events and activities 
(special speakers, cultural performances, 
athletic events, etc.) 
        
g) Using computers in academic work         
 
11) To what extent has your experience at this institution contributed to your 
knowledge, skills, and personal development in the following areas?  
 Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a) Acquiring a broad general education         
b) Acquiring job or work-related knowledge 
and skills 
        
c) Writing clearly and effectively         
d) Speaking clearly and effectively         
e) Thinking critically and analytically         
f) Analyzing quantitative problems         
g) Using computing and information 
technology 
        
h) Working effectively with others         
i) Voting in local, state, or national elections         
j) Learning effectively on your own         
k) Understanding Yourself         
l) Developing a personal code of values and 
ethics 
        
m) Contributing to the welfare of your 
community 
        
n) Understanding people of other racial and 
ethnic backgrounds 
        
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o) Solving complex real-world problems         
p) Developing a deepened sense of spirituality 
 
        
 
 
 Poor Fair Good Excellent 
12) Overall, how would you evaluate the quality of 
academic advising you have received at your 
institution? 
        
13) How would you evaluate your entire 
educational experience at this institution? 
        
 
14) If you could start over again, would you go to the same institution you are now 
attending? 
  
Definitely no 
  
Probably no 
  
Probably yes 
  
Definitely yes 
 
15) Enter your year of birth (e.g., 1994):  
 
16) Your sex:  
  
Male 
 
  
Female 
 
17) Are you an international student or foreign national?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
18) What is your racial or ethnic identification? (Mark only one.) 
 American Indian or other Native American  
 Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander  
 Black or African American  
 White (non-Hispanic)  
 Mexican or Mexican American  
 Puerto Rican  
 Other Hispanic or Latino  
 Multiracial  
 Other  
 I prefer not to respond 
 
19) What is your current classification in college? Responses:  
 Freshman/first-year 
 Sophomore 
 Junior 
 Senior  
 Unclassified 
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20) Did you begin college at your current institution or elsewhere?  
  
Started here 
 
  
Started Elsewhere 
 
21) Since graduating from high school, which of the following types of schools have 
you attended other than the one you are attending now? (Mark all that apply.)  
 Vocational or technical school 
 Community or junior college  
 4-year college other than this one  
 None  
 Other 
 
22) Thinking about this current academic term, how would you characterize your 
enrollment?  
  
Full-time 
  
Less than Full 
time 
 
23) Are you a member of a social fraternity or sorority?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
24) Are you a student-athlete on a team sponsored by your institution’s athletics 
department?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
25) What have most of your grades been up to now at this institution?  
 A 
 A- 
 
 B+ 
 B 
 B- 
 
 C+ 
 C 
 C- or lower  
 
 
26) Which of the following best describes where you are living now while attending 
college? 
 Dormitory or other campus housing (not fraternity/ sorority house)  
 Residence (house, apartment, etc.) within walking distance of the 
institution  
 Residence (house, apartment, etc.) within driving distance of the 
institution  
 Fraternity or sorority house  
 None of the above 
 
27) What is the highest level of education that your parent(s) completed?  
Father Mother  
    Did not finish high school Graduated from high 
school  
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    Attended college but did not complete degree  
    Completed an associate’s degree (A.A., A.S., etc.) 
    Completed a bachelor’s degree (B.A., B.S., etc.) 
    Completed a master’s degree (M.A., M.S., etc.) 
    Completed a doctoral degree (Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.) 
 
28) Please print your major(s) or your expected major(s). 
  Primary major (Print only one.): 
 
 
 If applicable, second major (not minor, concentration, etc.): 
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Appendix M 
National Student Engagement Survey 2014 
1. During the current school year, about how often have you done the following?  
 
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
often 
a) Asked questions or contributed to 
course discussions in other ways  
        
b) Prepared two or more drafts of a paper 
or assignment before turning it in  
        
c) Come to class without completing 
readings or assignments  
        
d) Attended an art exhibit, play, or other 
arts performance (dance, music, etc.) 
        
e) Asked another student to help you 
understand course material 
        
f) Explained course material to one or 
more students 
        
g) Prepared for exams by discussing or 
working through course material with 
other students 
        
h) Worked with other students on course 
projects or assignments 
        
i) Gave a course presentation         
 
 
2. During the current school year, about how often have you done the following?  
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
often 
a) Combined ideas from different courses 
when completing assignments 
        
b) Connected your learning to societal 
problems or issues 
        
c) Included diverse perspectives 
(political, religious, racial/ethnic, 
gender, etc.) in course discussions or 
assignments 
        
d) Examined the strengths and 
weaknesses of your own views on a 
topic or issue 
        
 204 
e) Tried to better understand someone 
else's views by imagining how an issue 
looks from his or her perspective 
        
f) Learned something that changed the 
way you understand an issue or 
concept 
        
g) Connected ideas from your courses to 
your prior experiences and knowledge 
        
h) Talked about career plans with a 
faculty member  
        
i) Worked with a faculty member on 
activities other than coursework 
(committees, student groups, etc.) 
        
j) Discussed course topics, ideas, or 
concepts with a faculty member 
outside of class 
        
k) Discussed your academic performance 
with a faculty member 
        
 
3. During the current school year, how much has your coursework emphasized the 
following?  
 Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a. Memorizing course material 
        
b. Applying facts, theories, or methods to 
practical problems or new situations         
c. Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of 
reasoning in depth by examining its parts         
d. Evaluating a point of view, decision, or 
information source         
e. Forming a new idea or understanding from 
various pieces of information          
 
4. During the current school year, to what extent have your instructors done the 
following?  
 Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a. Clearly explained course goals and 
requirements  
        
b. Taught course sessions in an organized way         
c. Used examples or illustrations to explain 
difficult points  
        
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d. Provided feedback on a draft or work in 
progress 
        
 
 
5. During the current school year, about how often have you done the following?  
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
Often 
a. Reached conclusions based on your own 
analysis of numerical information 
(numbers, graphs, statistics, etc.)  
        
b. Used numerical information to examine a 
real-world problem or issue 
(unemployment, climate change, public 
health, etc.) 
        
c. Evaluated what others have concluded 
from numerical information 
        
 
 
6. During the current school year, about how many papers, reports, or other writing 
tasks of the following lengths have you been assigned? (Include those not yet 
completed.)  
 
None 1-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 
More 
than 
20 
Up to 5 pages                
Between 6 and 10 
pages 
              
11 pages or more               
 
 
7. During the current school year, about how often have you had discussions with 
people from the following groups?  
 
Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
Often 
a) People of a race or ethnicity other than 
your own  
        
b) People from an economic background 
other than your own  
        
c) People with religious beliefs other than 
your own  
        
d) People with political views other than your 
own 
        
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8. During the current school year, about how often have you done the following?  
 
 
 Never 
Some-
times Often 
Very 
Often 
a. Identified key information from reading 
assignments  
        
b. Reviewed your notes after class          
c. Summarized what you learned in class or 
from course materials  
        
d. Identified key information from reading 
assignments  
        
e. Reviewed your notes after class          
f. Summarized what you learned in class or 
from course materials 
        
 
9. During the current school year, to what extent have your courses challenged you 
to do your best work? 
 
  
1 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 
Not at all 
 
     
Very 
Much 
 
 
 
10. Which of the following have you done or do you plan to do before you graduate?  
 
Have not 
decided 
Do not 
plan to 
do 
Plan 
to do 
Done or 
in 
progress 
i) Participate in an internship, co-op, 
field experience, student teaching, 
or clinical placement 
        
a) Hold a formal leadership role in a 
student organization or group 
        
b) Participate in a learning community 
or some other formal program 
where groups of students take two 
or more classes together 
        
c) Participate in a study abroad 
program 
        
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d) Work with a faculty member on a 
research project 
        
e) Complete a culminating senior 
experience (capstone course, senior 
project or thesis, comprehensive 
exam, portfolio, etc.) 
        
 
 
11. About how many of your courses at this institution have included a community-
based project (service-learning)?  
a. All 
b. Most 
c. Some 
d. None 
 
12. Indicate the quality of your interactions with the following people at your 
institution.  
 
Poor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Exec
llent
7 NA 
a. Students                 
b. Academic advisors                 
c. Faculty                 
d. Student services 
staff (career 
services, student 
activities, housing, 
etc.) 
                
e. Other administrative 
staff and offices 
(registrar, financial 
aid, etc.) 
                
 
13. How much does your institution emphasize the following?  
 
 Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a. Spending significant amounts of time 
studying and on academic work 
        
b. Providing support to help students succeed 
academically 
        
c. Using learning support services (tutoring 
services, writing center, etc.) 
        
d. Encouraging contact among students from 
different backgrounds (social, racial/ethnic, 
religious, etc.) 
        
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e. Providing opportunities to be involved 
socially 
        
f. Providing support for your overall well-
being (recreation, health care, counseling, 
etc.) 
        
g. Helping you manage your non-academic 
responsibilities (work, family, etc.) 
        
h. Attending campus activities and events 
(performing arts, athletic events, etc.) 
        
i. Attending events that address important 
social, economic, or political issues 
        
 
14. About how many hours do you spend in a typical 7-day week doing the 
following?  
 
a) Preparing for class (studying, reading, writing, doing homework or lab 
work, analyzing data, rehearsing, and other academic activities)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-30 
  
More 
than 
30 
b) Working for pay on campus Hours per week 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-30 
  
More 
than 
30 
c) Working for pay off campus Hours per week 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
d) Doing community service or volunteer work 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
e) Participating in co-curricular activities (organizations, campus 
publications, student government, fraternity or sorority, intercollegiate or 
intramural sports, etc.) 
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
f) Relaxing and socializing (time with friends, video games, TV or videos, 
keeping up with friends online, etc.) 
                
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0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 26-
30 
More 
than 
30 
g) Providing care for dependents living w/ you (parents, children,  etc.)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
h) Commuting to class (driving, walking, etc.)  
  
0 
  
1-5 
  
6-10 
  
11-15 
  
16-20 
  
21-25 
  
26-
30 
  
More 
than 
30 
 
 
 
15. Of the time you spend preparing for class in a typical 7-day week, about how 
much is on assigned reading?  
 Very little 
 Some 
 About half 
 Most 
 Almost all  
 
16. How much has your experience at this institution contributed to your knowledge, 
skills, and personal development in the following areas?  
 
 Very 
little Some 
Quite 
a bit 
Very 
much 
a) Writing clearly and effectively         
b) Speaking clearly and effectively         
c) Thinking critically and analytically         
d) Analyzing numerical and statistical 
information 
        
e) Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge 
and skills 
        
f) Working effectively with others         
g) Developing or clarifying a personal code of 
values and ethics 
        
j. Understanding people of other backgrounds 
(economic, racial/ethnic, political, religious, 
nationality, etc.) 
        
k. Solving complex real-world problems          
l. Being an informed and active citizen         
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17. How would you evaluate your entire educational experience at this institution? 
 Excellent 
 Good 
 Fair 
 Poor 
 
18. If you could start over again, would you go to the same institution you are now 
attending?  
  
Definitely no 
  
Probably no 
  
Probably yes 
  
Definitely yes 
 
19. How many majors do you plan to complete? (Do not count minors.)  
 One 
 Please enter your major or expected major: 
 More than one  
Please enter up to two majors or expected majors 
 
20. What is your class level?  
 Freshman/first-year 
 Sophomore 
 Junior  
 Senior  
 Unclassified 
 
21. Thinking about this current academic term, are you a full-time student? 
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
 
22. How many courses are you taking for credit this current academic term?  
  
0 
  
1 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 or 
more 
 
23. Of these, how many are entirely online?  
  
0 
  
1 
  
2 
  
3 
  
4 
  
5 
  
6 
  
7 or 
more 
 
 
24. What have most of your grades been up to now at this institution?  
 A 
 A- 
 
 B+ 
 B 
 B- 
 
 C+ 
 C 
 C- or lower  
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25. Did you begin college at this institution or elsewhere?  
a. Started here 
b. Started elsewhere  
 
26. Since graduating from high school, which of the following types of schools have 
you attended other than the one you are now attending? (Select all that apply.)  
 Vocational or technical school 
 Community or junior college 
 4-year college or university other than this one 
 None 
 Other  
 
27. What is the highest level of education you ever expect to complete?  
 Some college but less than a bachelor’s degree 
 Bachelor’s degree (B.A., B.S., etc.) 
 Master’s degree (M.A., M.S., etc.) 
 Doctoral or professional degree (Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.) 
 
28. What is the highest level of education completed by either of your parents (or 
those who raised you)? 
 Did not finish high school 
 High school diploma or G.E.D. 
 Attended college but did not complete degree 
 Associate’s degree (A.A., A.S., etc.) 
 Bachelor’s degree (B.A., B.S., etc.) 
 Master’s degree (M.A., M.S., etc.) 
 Doctoral or professional degree (Ph.D., J.D., M.D., etc.) 
 
29. What is your gender identity?  
 Man 
 Woman 
 Another gender identity, please specify:  
 I prefer not to respond 
30. Enter your year of birth (e.g., 1994):  
 
31. Are you an international student or foreign national?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
32. What is your racial or ethnic identification? (Select all that apply.)  
 American Indian or Alaska Native 
 Asian, Black or African American 
 Hispanic or Latino 
 Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
 White 
 Other 
 I prefer not to respond 
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33. Are you a member of a social fraternity or sorority?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
34. Which of the following best describes where you are living while attending 
college?  
 Dormitory or other campus housing (not fraternity or sorority house) 
 Fraternity or sorority house 
 Residence (house, apartment, etc.) within walking distance to the 
institution 
 Residence (house, apartment, etc.) farther than walking distance to the 
institution 
 None of the above 
 
35. Are you a student-athlete on a team sponsored by your institution’s athletics 
department?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
36. Are you a current or former member of the U.S. Armed Forces, Reserves, or 
National Guard?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
 
37. Have you been diagnosed with any disability or impairment?  
  
Yes 
 
  
No 
 
  
I prefer not to 
respond 
 
38. [If answered “yes”] Which of the following has been diagnosed? (Select all that 
apply.)  
 A sensory impairment (vision or hearing) 
 A mobility impairment 
 A learning disability (e.g., ADHD, dyslexia) 
 A mental health disorder 
 A disability or impairment not listed above 
 
38. Which of the following best describes your sexual orientation? 
 Heterosexual 
 Gay 
 Lesbian 
 Bisexual 
 Another sexual orientation, please specify: 
 Questioning or unsure 
 I prefer not to respond 
